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PREFACE

Two hundred and seventy-four Oregon districts took part in 343 Title |, ESEA funded
projects in FY 1974. This report is compiled from project evaluations submitted by these
participating LEAs.

Title | does appear to be helping educationally disadvantaged students:

® Sixty percent of the districts report changes in the:r regular instructional programs as a
result of dissemination from Title | projects.

e Districts report that the majority of Title | students fully achieve djstrict perfcrmance
objectives.

e The small subsamples of achievement data indicate that Title | students make cognitive
gains of 1 t3 1.3 months in grade-levei achievement for each month of instruct on.

This report has been compiled by Barbara Hunt, Evaluator & Planner, Division of
Compensatory Education. it is hoped it will provide information to the districts for
improving their projects and pinpoint areas that require assistance from the Oregon
Department of Education. if you have questions about this Title | evaluation, picase
contact Fred Buehling, Coordinator of Title I, or Doctor Hunt.

Donald E. Egge
Deputy Superintendent
Elementary/Secondary Education
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BASIC INFORMATION

A. School District Participation in Title |, Eiementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)

1. Participating School Districts.

In 1973-74, 274 of the 339 school districts in
Oregon took part in Title |, ESEA funded efforts to
provide a concentration of resources for educationally
disadvantaged students. About one-fifth of the
participating districts {50 out of 274) pooled their
allocations to form 13 cooperative projects.* (See
Chart 1.}

The FY 74 or 1973-74 school year was the first full
year in which 1970 census data became a part of the
formula for determining school district Title |
allocations. For FY 75, the 1974-75 school year, Title
| alfocations again will be based on 1970 census data.
However, the FY 75 allocation formula has been
greatly changed. One change is the use of the
Orshansky Index, or "poor index,"” rather than the
count of children from families earning $2,000 per
year or less. This has increased the Oregon count from
19,683 children to 53,953 “poor” children. Whether
this increase in eligible children results in increased
funding for the state depends or the level of funding
determined by Congress. Estimates of full funding
would increase Uregon Title | funding from
$11,000,000 to $17,000,000 per annum.

2. Non-Participating Schoo! Districts.

Sixty-five Oregon school districts did not participate
in Title I projects during 1973-74: 8 had no Title !
allocation; 53 did not app!y for their allocations; and 4
did not complete negotiations for an approved project.
{See Chart 1.)

The 8 districts with no Title | allocation were
located in areas where there are no “formula children.’’
This formula determines maximum basic grants to local
school districts under Tide I, ESEA for a given fiscal
year, it is based on the number of children in low
income families that reside in each district, determincy
by: (1) the number of children in institutions for the
neglecied and delinguent; {2) the number of children
in foster homes; (3) the federal census figures for
children in families with an annual income ~f $2,000
or less; and (4) the number of children in families
receiving $2,000 or more each year from Aid to
Families with Depe \dent Children (AFDC).

Last year (FY 73) nearly half of the districts that
did not make use of their Title | allocations woutd have
received less than $500. This year (FY 74) neariy half

* Two of these districts divided their Title | funds between
cooperative and independent projects.
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of the districts that did not use their Title | funds had
allocations of from $2,000 to over $5,000. Data on the
size of allocation for these eligible, but
nonparticipating, districts follows:

Number of Number of

Size of Allocation Districts Districts
FY 73 FY 74

Less than 5500 17 5
$5600 - $999 6 11
$1000 - $1999 7 1
$2200 - $4999 6 15
Over $5000 2 1
Total eligible, but

nonparticipating, districts 38 53

B. Types of Title | Projects in Oregon
During 1973-74, there were 343 Title | projects in
Oregon, located in 288 of Oregon's 339 school

districts. These projects are classified as follows:

Title I, ESEA Projects in Oregon by Type

FY FY FY

72 73 74
Regular Term Projects 262 241 226
Summer Term Projects 132 84 88
Cooperative Projects 13

Projects in Institutions for

MNegiected and Delinquent Children

Funded Through Districts 19 16
TOTAL PROJECTS 394 344 343
Because summer projects tend to be different from
regular school year projects, regular and summer term
data are tabulated separately in this report.

Thirteen of the 343 Title | projects are cooperative
efforts involving 50 local districts (? *~ 14 cooperating
on a single rroject). Geography, smull allocations,
and/or similarity of educational needs piompt districts
to organize cooperative effors.

The 16 projects at institutions for neglected and
delinquent children are considered separately in this
report, because their objectives differ from most
regular and summer term projects in school district:.
The Portland school district is considered separately i1
this report, because it has a large cowcentration of
funds and participants in a relatively small number of



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

projects. The sever. Title | projects in Portland drew
25% of the Title | funds, 27% of the regular term
participation in vublic schools, and 37% of the summer
term participation.

C. A Description of the Report Sample.
1. Characteristics of the Sample.

Data for this report was compiled and tabulated
from a stratified random sampling of the project data
completed by district project personnel and returned
to the Oregon Department of Education. The sample is
selected from 12 stratified categories for Title |
projects. These categories are defined by two charactzr-
istics: (1} the student population within each dist'ict;
and (2) the geographic location of the district. The
sample has been stratified in order to: facilitate
analysis of the data; note the trends relating to district
size and location; and provide for a fair representation
of districts in the sample.

Student population figures are based on the esti-
mated resident average daily membership (ADMr) for
each district. The ADMr figures are stratified into four
categories: (1) 1 to 499 ADMr; (2) 500 to 999 ADMr;
{3) 1000 to 2999 ADMr; and {4) 3000 and over ADMr.

Geographic locations are stratified into the four
categories frequently used in Oregon statistics:
{1) Eastern Oregon; (2) Western Oregon
{3) metropolitan areas; and (4) Portland. The division
between Eastern and Western Oregon is the Cascade
Mountain Range. The metropolitan strata include
school Adistricts in  Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas counties. The Portlana stratum allows for
the separation of the state’s largest school district (117
schools, 61,185 ADMr) from the rest of the report
sample. (See Chart 2.)

School districts participating in Title | are cate-
gorized according to sample stratification in Chart 3,
which also shows the distribution of summer and
regular term projects. The 16 Title | projects in

CHART 1

Participation of Oregon School Districts

in Title I, ESEA, FY 1973 and 1974

Participating School Districts

Districts with one or more projects

FY 1973 FY 1974

231 224

Districts participating in cooperative projects® 57 50

Non-Participating School Districts
Districts with no allocation

Districts that made no application

288 274

Districts with uncompleted applications

TOTAL OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS

*FY 1973—57 districts formed 15 cooperative projects.
FY 1974-50 districts formed 13 cooperative projects.

N
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Portland).

The 33 1/3% and 50% sample sizes were selected,
because they guarantee at least 30 projects in each
term’s sample, a number which could be used as a valid
statistical sample if desired A larger percentage was
also used for summer projects, because they are smaller
in number and reflect more educational diversity than
regular term projects.

In order to avoid distortion of the report sample,
data from the relatively large Portland school district is
presented separately in this report and represents 100%
of their Title | projects. Data from the 16 projecis in
institutions for neglected and delinquent children is
also separated and reported in total. Report data does
not include state institutions for neglected and delin-
quent children (MacLaren, Hillcrest, and Wynne
Watts).

academic or skill areas.

D. A Survey ot !nformation Contained in This Report.
1. Sources of Information.

Title | evaluation reports from school districts ana
records of the Oregon Department of Education are
the main sources of information far this report.
Evaluation reports are completed by district personnel
and returned to the State Title | Office within 30 days
after the project terminates. The evaluation instru-
ment, developed by the state office in cooperation
with local districts, collects both evaluative and
descriptive infcrmation. (See Appendix |.) The diagram
below shows the framework for Title | evaluation that
is built into application and evaluation procedures:

District Project Performance Measures: Results:
Needs Goals Objeciives 1. Performance Gain
Assessment 1. Conditions 2. Standardized Scores

2. Performance tests
3. Expectations

2. Analysis of the Sample.

The stratified sample in this report provides a
proportionate representation of Title | districts ac-
cording to size and location. The school districts in the
sample enroll 223,961 students or 49% of the total
ADMr in Oregon, of which an estimated 30,000 are
student participants in Title | projects.

The Western strata have the largest number of Title
| projects and participating school districts. The area
includes many small suburban and rural school districts
in the Willamette Valley and on the Oregon coast, as
well as larger districts in the urban areas of Eugene,
Springfield, Salem, and Corvallis.

The Eastern strata represent the largest geographic
area in the sample, with the lowest population density.
Consequently, the Eastern sample contains the largest
proportion of small school districts (75% with ADMr
less than 1000).

The metropolitan strata reflects the proximity of
Portland to the three metropolitan counties in the
proportion of large districts it contains (25% ADMr
over 3000}. However, the size of these counties and the
nature of their geography are such that an equal
number of small school districts (ADMr under 500) is
represented in the metropolitan strata.

2. Types of Information.

The major categories of information in this report
are: (1) the relationship of Title | projects to educa-
tional priorities of the State Board of Education;
(2) attainment of student performance objectives;
(3) gains in student achievement (including the rela-
tionship of achievement to student potential);
(4) statistics on student participation, project person-
nel and community involvement; and (5) basic federal
funding and district expenditure data.

Most evaluative and descriptive information in this
report has been quantified, tabulated and presented in
the form of graphs. A statistical analysis of the data has
not been done. Data from regular and summer term
projects are compiled separately and plotted on the
same graph to allow for comparisons.

Further explanation of the five information cate-
gories and their limitations appear below.

3. Relationship of Title | Projects to State Educa-
tional Priorities.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



For the second consecutive year, Title | data s
analyzed in relation to mstructional priorities o, the
Oregon Board of Edugation and the educational
objectives of the Division of Compensatory Educa-
tion.” Chart 4, "Higrarchy of Educational Objectives.”'
presents these priorities and objectives, as well as the
number of Title | projects n various instructional
areas. Analysis of Title | data according to state
nlanning statements provides a basis for determining
whether or not education of the disadvantaged in the
State of Oregon is a fragmented educational effort
localized at the district level, or an educational effort
integrated into  a staterecognized plan of good
education for all children in the state.

4. Attainment of Student Performance Objectives.

Project goals and performance objectives, designed
to meet the assessed needs of educationally disadvan-
taged children in the district, are writien by district
personnel as they define their project. Goals outline
the general aims of the project; performance abjectives
describe student accomplishments that can be
measured. Performance objectives include: (1) the
conditions under which the student performs; (2 the
performance required of the student to demonstrate
achievement; and (3) the expectations for the level of
proficiency demonstraiing achieverment of the objec-
tive.

Performance objectives vary considerably through-
out the state becsuse they are written to meet the
assessed needs of disacdvantaged students in the individ-
ual school districts. The value of data on the attain-
ment of performance objectives is limited because
many of these objectives are poorly written and are not
sufficiently specific to provide a measure of student
achieverrent. At times, on the other hand, objectives
are so specific it is difficult to categorize them for
state-level reporting.

5. Gains in Student Achievement.

Student achievement data is provided by stand-
ardized achievement and subject matter tests, and by
nonstandard measures «.ich as case studies, teacher-
made tests and teacher observations. The standardizeu

*See 'Dignity and Worth,” a planning statement of the
Division of Cempensatary Education, Oregon Department of
Education, 1970.

test scores validate the district reports on the attain
ment of cdistrict performance objectives; they also
measure pre-wroject and post-project performance, and
achievement gains (or losses) for individual students.

One additional dimension is provided by Title |
project teachers’ ratings of student potertul on a
five-point  scale: low, low-average, average, high-
average, and high. This information is tabulated into
three categories in this repert (low, average, and high)
and related to the academic growth of Title | students.

Student achievement data is the most difficult to
compile, Because many different types of tests are used
by ind vidual districts, samples from similar tests are
too small to justify statewide generalizations. Data on
pre- and post-testing is sometimes invalid because
districts ‘have used different test instruments for each
testing session, or because transierc students have
missed one of the testing sessions. Further, the
recording of scores is not consistent; although grade
level scores are requested, a variety of different kinds
of scores are reported, making it difficult to tabulate
results. An additional problem is that some test
instruments do not relate to performance objectives for
the project.

6. Statistics on Student Participation, Project Per-
sonnel and Community Involvement.

Basic statistical information in this report includes:
(1) the number of project students according to break-
downs of public, nonpublic, regular term, summer
term, subject area and support service participation;
{2) the number and type of project personnel and
in-service programs; and (3) information about local
advisory committees, dissemination of project infor-
mation, and local contributions to Title ! programs.

7. Basic Federa! Funding and District Expenditure
Data.

Basic feceral funding figures include the total
Oregon appropriation and allccations to each district,
based on the current distribution formula. Information
on district expenditure is vbtained from state office
business records and district reports of expenditures
{primarily program personnel salaries).
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EVALUATIGN OF TITLE | PROGRAMS

Criteria for Title | program planning, project
approval, technical assistance, and for measuring pro-
gress of Title | programs are derived from the following
sources:

. Title ], ESEA law, regulations and guidelines.

2. Instructional priorities of the Qregon Board of
Education.

3. LEA assessment of the educational needs of
disadvantaged students.

4. Educational goals of the Division of Compensa-

tory Education.

—_

Awareness and acceptance of these guidelines pro-
mote the concept that education for disadvantaged
students in Oregon is not a fragmented local district
effort, but is integrated into a state-recognized plan of
good education for all Oregon students.

A. The Relationship of Title |, ESEA projects to State
Educational Priorities.

The purpose of Title I, ESEA, “to expand and
improve...educational programs by various means
which contribute to meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children,””* is sup-
ported by many priorities of the State Board of
Education (SBE) and the Division of Compensatory
Education. All Title | projects relate directly to the
SBE priority to “expand opportunities for learners
with unique educational needs.”” Other SBE priorities
and aligned Compensatory Education objectives are
presented in Chart5, with a count of corresponding
Title | projects and components.

SBE and Division of Componsatory Education
priorities are not always comparable. For example, one
SBE priority (“emphasized the fourth ‘R’, responsi-
bility”’} is not a specific Compensatory Education
objective, although it is an underlying concept in many
Title | projects.

There were 62 Title | preschool projects in FY
1974, more than the 44 in FY 1972 and 29 in FY
1973. These projects provide a substantial thrust in
"improving early childhood and primary education’’
for disadvantaged students.

The main thrust of Title | in Oregon may be
interpreted as improvement of primary education since
50% of students enrolled are in kindergarten and the
primary grades. Instructional emphasis at this level
appears to be on increasing reading proficiency and
continuity of basic skill development. From 1972 to
1973, the number of project components that focus on
language arts and basic skills almost doubled, while the

*"'Guidelines for Title |, ESEA,” Oregon Board of Education,
1974, p. 1.
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number of reading projects showed a slight decrease.

FY 1974 projects report continued language arts
emphasis and appear to be identifying reading skills as
a prime component. Of the 143 language arts projects,
66 involved reading skills. Therefore, 216 projects
concerned themselves with reading skills, 150 projects
attending to basic reading skills and 66 projects with
reading skills as a part of language arts.

Far fewer projects identified their program as a
basic skills project, 17 in FY 1974 compared with 95
in FY 1973. However, using a basic skills definition of
reading, language arts and mathematics, the skills were
taught but under more specific headings. For instance,
math projects numbered 56 in 1974 contrasting with §
in 1973.

Although 50% of the students enrolled in Title |
projects were primary and kindergarten children, 86
projects served high school students Grades 9-12 while
163 projects served Grades 7-9, junior high students.

Indicators of improved instructional and manage-
ment practices are the number of projects reporting
new or improved instructional methods and manage-
ment practices, and new hiring or improved utilization
of personnel. Many of the indicators reported are
nationally recognized as supportive to educationally
disadvantaged students and have been tabulated in
Oregon Title | projects for the first time in FY 1973,
Staff training relates to improved instruction and is a
strong component of Title |, with 153 projects
conducting in-service sessions. All Title | projects
employing aides are required to plan in-service.

The small number of Title | projects that reflect the
SBE priority to expand career education (related to the
Compensatory Education objective to improve
curriculum} showed a slight increase from 1972 to
1973 and again from 1973 to 1974. Parent councils are
required for all Title | projects; they apply to both the
SBE management-related priority to close the com-
munication gap and the Compensatory Education
objective to improve school-community relations.

B. Attainment of Student Performance Objectives.

Title | instructional programs are evaluated by
relating student achievement data (primarily gain
scores) to student performance objectives written in
the project applications. These objectives are written
by district personnel following an assessment of the
district's educationally disadvantaged students and the
selection of project participants. In the final project
evaluation, districts report the number of children who
accomplished these objectives as specified success
levels: (1) high (100% success); (2) average (75-99%
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are inconsistent with the needs assessment; (b) the
terminology used for performance objectives may vary
among individual districts, making it difficult to
categorize and tabulate similar results; and {c) partici-
pants are sometimes selected for reasons that are
inconsistent with the assessed needs and performance
objectives of the project.

a. Informal discussion with Title | personnel acros:
the state has revealed conflicting and/or diverse inter-
pretations of the ‘needs assessment” requirement for
Title | projects. Some districts contract with educa-
tional research organizations for their needs assess-
ment, often resulting in sophisticated assessments of
needs in specific skill areas; other districts may adopt
national or state determinations of need, whether or
not they pertain to the focal district; still other districts
may determine educational r, - v . . ' consulting various
sources—the judgment of teac - - and administrators,
achievement test scores, report card marks, and paren-
tal observations and judgments. During 1973-74, HEW
auditors questioned the needs assessments of two
Oregon districts with Title | reading programs, because
their achievement test scores were lower in math than
in reading. Similar questions might be asked in other
districts,

In an effort to interpret the concept of needs
assessment, the Division of Compensatory Education
has encouraged districts to develop a broad-based
approach involving teachers, students, parents, commu-
nity members, and administrators and using data from
achievement tests, report cards, student self-
assessment, and other pertinent information. This
interpretation of needs assessment appears congruent
with USOE Program Guide 44.

Throughout FY 74 a task force of local Oregon
Title | project people defined and delineated needs
assessment and presented three suggested needs assess-
ment instruments and processes at the Title | Spring
Workshops. Following this presentation district person-
nel were asked to volunteer to serve on a Statewide
Needs Assessment Committee to work throughout FY
75.

b. In order to analyze the attainment of student
performance objectives on a statewide basis, the
objectives for each district must be classified into
activity categories. Because of inconsistency in the

1
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Achievement measurement in the affective area poses a
difficult problem, however.

c. In sume instances the selection of children to
participate in the project was not valid and tended to
skew the data. Children whose pretest scores failed to
indicate disadvantage in the subject area were included
in the project anyway. An intensive follow-up by the
State Title | Office revealed that children often were
selected for the project because of some other need.
These districts have been reminded to set performance
objectives for need; however, they cite the difficuity in
finding assessment instruments in the areas of actual
need. For instance, several reading projects are pri-
marily concerned with improving student self-concept
and/or attitudes, but project personnel felt instruments
measuring self-concept and attitudes were not valid.
Other areas of student need assessed by the districts
were parent response and/or support for the school
program, and interpersonal student skills. Districts
appeared to feel that although their objectives are
valid, the available measurement instruments I1n these
areas are not valid; often they measure achievement in
an academic area rather than the assessed need.

2. Interpretation of the Data, Chart 6.

Performance objectives for all Title | projects are
classified by type in Chart 6. The classification system
for performance objectives was suggested by the newly
adopted minimum graduation requirements and the
hierarchy of educational objectives presented in
Chart4. Further information on categories for per-
formance objectives and components of instructinnal
programs may be found in Appendix 11 (A Taxonomy
of Oregon Basic Education).

Reading appears to be the assessed educational need
of most educationally disadvantaged students in Ore-
gon. Improvement of reading skills is an aim of 310
separate projects, according to the following break-
down: 150 projects for reading alone, involving more
than 20,000 students; 17 basic skills projects; and 143
language arts and/or communication skills projects. Of
these 143 projects, 77 concentrated on the broad
langauge arts area, and 66 projects supplemented
language arts with reading skills. Three language arts
projects are bilingual for Spanish and Russian-speaking
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children. Three projects for Indian children are clas-
sified in the basic :x1.]* drea.

Chart 6 shows the percentage of students achieving
high, average and low success levels on district perform-
ance objectives for both regular and summer terms in
FY 1974, 1973 and 1972. For FY 1974, districts
report that the majority of students achieved at the
high (100%) success level. FY 1974 summer terni
projects reported a range of 45 to 83% of the students
at the high success level. In regular term projects, 29 to
81% of the students attained the 100% level, a range
somewhat lower than for summer projects. In one area,
language arts, 51% of the students performed at the
average level and only 29% at the high level. Perform-
ance objectives for the three areas of mental health,
physical health and behavioral change were not
represented in the FY 1974 summer sample, and
behavioral change objectives were not reported in the
regular school year sample. This contrasts with pre-
vious years {1972) when more than 2500 students were
tallied in that category.

Attainment at the high success level by a majority
of Title | students may appear to be an incredible
performance for disadvantaged students. However, if
project people are really attuned to student needs and
have set realistic objectives for student performance, it
is quite conceivable that students will, and should,
perform at a high success level. Individual district
reports varied in their determinations of student
success and in many instances commented on whether
or not the performance objectives were realistic. Often
these comments related to the need for setting more
astute performance objectives.

The greater percentage of student success in summer
than in regular term projects may relate to a number of
variables. During 1974, as in 1973, summer term
enrollment was less than one-fourth of regular term
enraliment, providing a smaller population from which
to draw the sample; however, the stratified random
sample from which data has been diawn should control
for this. An analysis of summer project reports and
informal discussions with teachers suggest that summer
programs may be more flexible and diverse, and are
met with greater enthusiasm by teachers. Summer
programs appear to be integrated around several needs
of students; regular term programs may be more
fragmented because of the confines of class scheduling.

A number of summer programs mede use of varied
environments, scheduling classes at camp sites, relating
field trips to core topics, and generally providing a
more informal atmosphere. Summer classes were gener-
ally smaller, with a lower student-teacher ratio. One
factor may or may not be significant—summer schoot
personnel tend to be chiefly credentialed teachers,
while regular term programs are staffed chiefly by

aides.
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C. Student Achievement in Academic and Affective
Areas.

The success of individual students in Title | projects
is measured by standardized instruments, achievement
tests, and subject matter tests selected by districts as
appropriate measures of student growth in relation to
student performance objectives written by district
personnel. In their final evaluations, districts report
pre-test, post-test, and gain scores for each student;
these scores validate district reports of student success
levels on performance objectives.

Achievement data has been collected from a sub-
sample of the sample, since the entire sample hau 0o
diverse a collection of tests and methods of reporting
scores to make compilation feasible. Analysis of
student achievement data has been limited to simple
representation of the range of grade level gain scores
reported in the subsample; there is no attempt to draw
general conclusions or predict student scores beyond
the subsample. Achievement scores for Portland pro-
jects are compilod separately.

The validity of achievement scores for statewide
reporting is limited because Oregon does not have a
uniform testing program which would produce compar-
able data. On the other hand, a state-adopted testing
prograrm might not be sufficiently versatile to measure
the .iiverse areas specified in district performance
objectives. Other factors which limit the use of
achievement data follow:

-~

1. Many types of tests are used: 15 different
achievement tests were used for the 71 regular
term projects in the sample, and 15 different
tests for the 44 summer projects {including
Portland).

2. Some schools use different pre- and post-tests.

3. Some schools fail to administer an achievement
test.

4. Test data may be reported incorrectly.

Achievement test gain scores for both regular and
summer terms are represented on interquartile graphs,
Charts 7 and 13. Interquartile graphs itlustrate gain
scores of the middle 50 percent of the children in the
subsample. This approach eliminates the extreme cases
at either the high or low ends of the achievement scale,
focusing on the median range of scores. Scores for the
interquartile graphs are derived from the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test, the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test, and the Jastak Wide Range Achievement
Test and are compiled according to tvio factors:

1. Grade levels {primary, intermediate, and upper).
2. School estimate of student learning potential
(low, average, or high).
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Achievement Tests Most
Frequently Used in the Regular
Term Sample of 71 Projects

California Acinievement Test
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
Durrell-Sullivan Reading Achievement Test
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test

Gray Oral Reading Test

lowa Test of Basic Skills

Jastak Wide Range Achievement Test
McMenemy Measure of Reading Ability
Metropolitan Achievement Test
Metropolitan Readiness Test

Peabody {ndividual Achievement Test
Portland Elementary School Nath Test
Screening Test of Academic Readiness
SRA Achievement Series

Stanford Achievement Test

Achievement data for Portiand Pubiic Schools s
presented «wparately from these interquartile araphs.

1. Regular Term Achivvement, Chart 7.
a. Title | Projects Excluding Portiand.

The interquartile graphs shov: that gain scores on
the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test ranged from 4
months to 3.7 years. la all instances the students
perform in relation to their predicted potential. Upper
grade children with both average -and high potentials
show a gain of from 1.9 10 3.7 years for 9 months of
instruction at the upper imit of the interquartile range.

Metropolitan Achievement Test scores show student
achievement gains from 2 months to 2.4 years;
however, these gains are not always consistent with the
low, average, and high potential designations. Primary
children with both low and average potenital show a
maximum growth of 1.2 years for 9 months instruc-
tion. Intermediate children with average potential show
a maximum gain of 1.9 years for the term, while high
potentiat children scored a montk lower at 1.8 years.

Gains in Stanford Achievement Test scores are
consistent with the low, average, and high potential
groupings at both primary and intermediate levels.
Gains range from 4 months to 3.1 years for the regular
term. The high potential group of intermediate grade
students show high gain scores of 1.0 to 3.1 years, with
a median of 1.9 years.

b. Portland Projects.

Portland Public Schools write, operate and evaliate
different Title | projects in vach of their three areas

20

during the regular school year and in the summer
months.

Projects in all three areas follow Title | quidelines
and usually focus on the basic skills of reaaing, math
and language arts. However, instruction, testing and
methods of analysis for evaluation vary in the three
areas, much the same way school districts across the
state vary one from another.

Project evaluators in Portland Areas I, v and 11 are
in many instances attempting to improve evaluation
techniques to better measure growth of Title | children
and have developed evaluation designs which produce
data that are not easily collected into one set of scores,
etc. The data is summarized separately by area and
should be read with the following information in mind:

0 Area ! data is reported in grade level scores with
weighted means. Data is collected and analyzed
in accordance with their philosophy of func-
tional level testing.

0 As noted earlier, interquartile graphs (Chart 10}
represent the distribution of reading and math
scores for students Grades 3, 5, 7. Chart 10a,
showing mean standard scores, is also included.

For the second year Area |l has collected and
analyzed data pertaining to student growth and
predicted student performance. Graph 11 relates
the results of this analysis.

o Area lll data is reported as Area i standard
scores which are called P scores’’ and have been
normed on Area H i population. School by school
comparisons for the 1972-73 and 1973-74 school
years were presented and have been summarized
for this report.

Conclusions reached by Portland Area | evcluators in
analysis of their program objectives and student gain
scores are quoted as follows:

Grades 1 and 2-""._It is evident that more effort is
needed to increase the reading progress of more
students. Thirty-three percent of the total number
of students achicved the goal leaving 66 percent of
the students with less than .7 year's growth.*

Grades 3-8-"The (reading) objective predicted an
average growth of .7 grade equivalent years. . . . the
gamn varied from .6 to 1.4 years with 2 weighted area
mean of .9 years which is above the stated objective.
Fifty-six percent of the total number of students
achieved the objective with 44 percent faifing to
achieve .7 grade equivalent years."’

The math objective predicted a gain of .7 grade
equivalent years in math skills. “‘Five of the schools
showed an average gain of .7 grade equivalent years



CHART 7
Interquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Students Identifed as
Having Low, Average and High Learning Potentials, Regular Term

*Middle 50% of Titie | students tested.
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.. the prediction was for 1.0 grade equivalent

years average gain in arithmetic skills. The mean. . .

which is short of the

was .3 vyear's growth
objective.”
Area lll

Selected project objectives and pertinent achieve-
ment data from Portland Public Schools Area Il
projects is reported as follows:

Objective 3: Project participants in grades 3-8 will
attain a standard score in reading equal to that
obtained during the previous year.

Results: “‘...it can be said that the reading objec-
tive in grades 3, 5 and 7 was achieved."'@

Objective 4: As a result of participating in a special
math program emphasizing individual instruction:
Project participants grades 3-8 will attain a standard
score in arithmetic skills of computation, problem
solving and concepts equal to that obtained during
the previous school year.

reports.
2. Summer Term Achievement, Chart 13,

The interquartile graph for summer term (Chart 13)
shows smaller ranges of student gain scores than the
regular term graph. Summer projects usually run from
two to eight weeks, while regular term programs run
from 18 to 36 weeks and for shorter daily instruction
periods.

Achievement gains in Ga'es-MacGinitie Reading
Test scores ranged from -.2 {two months loss) to a gain
of 1.5 years. Primary and intermediate students show a
similar range in achievement gains except for high
potential students at the intermediate level whose gain
was 9 to 17 months greater. Again, the scores are
totally consistent with the low, average, and high
potential designations.

Metropolitan Achievement Test gain scores ranged
from -4 to 9 months. The ranges are similar in all grade
level groups with the greatest range in the low
intermediate group. Jastak Wide Range Achievement
Test gain scores show ranges from -2 to .7 months and
are in no instance consistent with low, average and
higher potential designations.

CHART 9

Number of Students Achieving High, Average,
and Low Success Levels on Performance Objectives,
Portland Area |

Reading
Grades

1and 2
3-8
9-12

N = Number of students tested.

1 Area | Disadvantaged Child Evaluation Report 1972-73,
School District No. |, Pertland, OR, p.3
2 Pages 6-7.

3 Page 10.

4 Page 13.

Mathematics

Hi. Av. Low

205
166

59
12

267
51

5 Page 15.
6 Page 17.

a Area Il Disadvantaged Child Evaluation Report 1973-74,
School District No. I, Portland, OR, p. 7.
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CHART 10

Interquertile Ranges of Math and Reading Scores
for Students Grades 3, 5, and 7
Portland Area i
Reading Math
Grades Grades

Standard
Scores

52

3 5 7 3 5 7

51

50

49

48

47

46

45

44

43

42

41

40

39

38

37

36

35

CHART 10a

N and Mean Standard Score for
Reading and Math Grades 3, 5, and 7
Portland Area i1

Reading

21
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CHART 114

Bistribution ot Funds, Agenzies, and Cluldren
OREGON TITLE 1, 1928

TITLE M
ED%JII’:EAYILDN
A
ASSOCIATIONS (STATE INSTITUTIDNS)
INEYDES(?‘A[I[:LANIE EDUCATION
DISTRICTS HUMAN RESDURCES 852 Chitdeen
$402,100, Tt )
LO"~L EDUCATION
»SOCIATIONS
'_Sg’r»uul Outners
'tg(]J'JU”C;Jh&en DIVIS[IONS SCHOOLS & FACILITIES
y lF.Lr:IvlbexIm
Megled tect, Depeadent. .
oot ‘.ﬂfu o ':;“ OREN'S CORRECTIONS wgglm
206 Chtdren 995 Cnton 150 Chulgren undes 21 1,563 Chtdren undes 21
Soom $381,710 STLEZA. Tuthed s
Schoals fin
Beat
custooiat l l Blng
RESPONSIBILIY ¥ FACILITIES
=, [ Svgtectet, Delinguent, Dregan State Hosptal Schals
3 Depradvat Couldren Conectonal tnshitution Rugranai
88 Coldero yuder 21 130 Stodents Fatdities
49,126 367274
Traunoy Schools
Handwapped Qrequn State
Chuldran Penitentrary
186 Chuldren 15 Studimts
SH2.584
Oeegan State
Women's Peitentrary
. . § Students
tProsatu Ould Cang Agenees
Yt Care Contery
«  Gray Hames
3. Summary. according to their estimated ability potential. The
regular term Gates, Stanford and Metropolitan Tests
and the summer term Gates Test record exceptionally
Achievement scores from the limited subsample of large gains for students in the upper grades.
Title | projects show that student grade level gains
ranged from approximately 1 to 2 months for every D.Projects in [Institutions for Neglected and
month in regular term programs. Summer term pro- Delinquent Children.

grams show 1.5 to 3.0 months grade level gain for each

month of instruction. A total of 22 institutions for neglected, dependent

Students at all grade levels (primary, intermediate, and delinquent children were funded by Title | through
and upper) show achievement gains in Title | programs 18 local school districts. FY 74 allocations for these 22
within exception of Jastak Wide Range Achievement institutions totaled $59,282, Thirteen of the grants
Scores. There seems to be a consistent pattern within were $2,600 or less; 8 were $2,501-$5,000; and one
tests or across tests to indicate that children perform . was over $5,000.
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CHART 12
Student Achievement Data
Portland Public Schools
Area i

Reading

Grades 1972-73 1973-74

N N

431

1972-73 1973-74

N N

Computation
Problem Solving
Concepts

Computation
Problem Solving
Concepts

Computation
Problem Solving
Concepts

23




CHART 13

Interquartile® Ranges of Test Scores for Students ldentified as
Having Low, Average and High Learning Potentials, Summer Term

*Middle 50% of Title | students tested.

N
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Jastak Wide Range Metropolifan Gates-MacGinitie
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Primary Inter. Primary Inter.  Upper Primary Inter.
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In these 22 institutions thore were 16 Title |
projects with 65 of the 16 projects located in the
Portland metropolitan area. Participants totaled 250 in
all projects. The number of participants is distorted,
however, by the high turnover in some institutions.
Approximately 80 percent of the participants were in
Grades 7-12 with the median at Grade 9.

in addition to the 22 institutions funded through
LEA’s there are eleven institutions for neglected,
dependent and delinquent children funded through
Children’s Services Division. Eight of these institutions
were transferred to Children’s Services Division from
local education agencies by act of the 1973 State
Legislature. The remaining three—MacLaren, Hillcrest
and Wynn~ Watts—continue to be funded through
Children’s Services Division as in previous years.

These eleven institutions reported 808 children and
were allocated $299,126 for FY 1974.

E. Corrections.

Adult correctional institutions were admitted to
Title | funding in March of the FY 1973 funding year,
for educationally disadvantaged youth, under 21 years
of age, in adult correctional institutions. Oregon
identified eligible youth in the three correctional
facilities and allocated $77,624 in FY 1974.

OREGON CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION
Project Goals and Performance:

A. Develop attainable career goals for each student.

1. Through counscling, instruction, a Career |nforma-
tion System outlet, etc., provide career awareness to
the total eligible population, giving them an oppor-
tunity to explore the world of work; making a
choice of careers; developing knowledge, under-
standing and the ability to synthesize the compe-
tencies needed to achieve success in a meaningful
career.

2. Following assessment orientatior: instruction and
counseling, individual career goals wiil be esta-
blished and mutually agreed upon by staff and
client. Negotiated intermediate objectives, i.e.,
completion of GED, satisfactory performance in
specified vocational training, will demonstrate
achievement. Each individual's plan, his inter-
mediate objectives, his current activities and his
accomplishments wiil be reviewed and evaluated by
project staff at least every three months,

B. Motivate and assist each student to attain his highest
level of academic, vocational, and social and
economic development.

29

25

1. Following appropriate counseling and instruction,
those residents scoring below 5.0 on a standardized
test will achieve a fifth grade (evel or better within a
period of four months after entrance in the pro-
gram.

2. Ninety percent of those residents testing betv.een a
5.1 and 8.0 grade level will attain a 8.5 grade level
within six months after entry into the program.

3. Seventy-five percent of those resident testing 8.0 or
better will attain a GED certificate of equivalency
of an Adult High School Diploma within six months
after entry into the program.

Program Description:

The Oregon Correctional Institution is a closed
correctional unit for first time offenders who have
committed a violent or a nonviolent felony. There are
some 485 boys and men up to 26 years of age in this
institution with the average age being about 20. There
are 295 eligible for Title | involvement; however, they
are budgeted for 260. $77,000 was allocated for the
program last year.

This program is unique in that learning center areas
have been set up in the library; a person can be
involved with reading, math, science or other educa-
tional needs in one area with one teacher who is
interested in one particular field. Most of the young
men involved have been triple dropouts, and individual
attention in helping them to be successtul in their first
learning experience under the program is most impor-
tant. A battery of psychological tests is given to each
person on admissions so that academic needs can be
definitely assessed.

Family involvement is limited until the person is
ready for discharge. Their vocational training section
was most impressive and obviously well run and
successful.

In view of this center the whole experience was
based on rehabilitating the young men so that they can
be productive members of the society. The impression
of the Center did not show a feeling of punitiveness as
much as trying to help change directions and behavior
patterns of misguided young people.
and Service

Description of Title | Instructional

Activities provided.

The Corrections Division proposes to contract for
counseling and instructional services from Chemeketa
Community College, establish a learning center at OSCI
based upon assessment, evaluation and design provided
by Northwest Regional computer-based teletypewriter
terminal at OSCI| to augment staff activities in devel-
oping career goals and plans for each non-high school
resident under the age of 21.
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Career Component :

Three or four Career Counselors were employed the
first two to three months of the project to screen and
assess the needs of the present 343 target population.
By evaluating current test results and staff reports and
by conducting group orientation and individual coun-
seling, they will develop a viable program with each
potential participant, outlining educational/career
awareness goals and strategies which can be realistically
attained by the client. Ninety-five percent of these
clients should agree to the plan developed with
apportionate number participating in the Learning
Center to achieve stated goals and objectives.

It is anticipated that the time spent on each
assessment would be 2-3 hours with an additional hour
every 90 days for follow-up. By use of the Career
Information System, the time spent might be reduced
as participants can acquire much career development
information by individually operating the terminal.

One or two counselors will be retrained for twelve
months for follow-up and intake counseling. Approxi-
mately 240 {20 per month) new commitments under
age 21 are received each year and assessment, plan
development, etc., resources must be available as an
open-entry activity.

After an individual’s career plan is mutually agreed
upon by the student with project staff and approved
by his Unit Team and the institution Review Commit-
tee. he will be assigned to the activity which will
accomplish his first objective; i.e., learning center,
academic school, vocational training, MDTA individual
referral, education release, work release, VTD training,

etc.

Learning Center Component:

A Learning Center at OSCl! will be planned,
designed and developed with the assistance of North-
west Regional Educational Laboratory. [ndividualizer
programmed instructional materials which are career
oriented or multidisciplinary will be screened, eval-
uated and recommended by NWREL for our educa-
tionally deprived young adults.

The learning resource center will be a multimedia,
mutimodel and multilevel communications skills
system that is specifically designed for use by the
undereducated or uneducated adult offender who is
unable to function effectively in school or in the
working world. A systems approach is to be developed
which will combine audiovisual and instrument tech-
niqques with a variety of printed materials in inter-
dependent, interlocking cycles of instruction designed
to facilitate the accomplishment of learning. Subject
content for lessons will be selected or written to meet
the academic, vocational, social and cultural nzeds of
this population.

Most eligible students will utilize the learning center
as it will supplement the ongoing education programs.

Present staff will often refer students there for special-
ized, additional or individual instruction. However,
most referrals will result from implementation of each
student’s career development plan and the prescription
mutually prepared by the student and his counselor.

Two or three teachers will be employed to operate
the center, prepare programmed materials and conduct
classroom instruction following the initial assessment
and plan development period. They will be assisted by
three paraprofessionals who will tutor individuals,
operate equipment, obtain materials for students,
coordinate the center and school library activities,
duplicate lessons, etc.

A portion of this program that is unique and will
probably produce significantly better results than
otherwise, is the payment of a stipend, upon the
approval of the superintendent, to those clients who
enter an educational program, maintain successful
attendance and progress and finally, who complete the
program. The payments planned are 25 cents per day
with the potential of advancing to 50 cents per day on
demonstrating the necessary qualities of initiative,
progress and achievement.

Personnel Training:
In-Service Education for Title | Staff Members.

All Corrections Division direct service staff are
required to attend 80 hours of preservice training and
orientation and 20 hours of in-service annual training,
conducted by the Division. No Title | funds are
budgeted for this training. Specialized in-service train-
ing, i. e., participation in workshops, conferences,
seminars, etc., which relate to teaching in a correc-
tional setting, will be provided when the need is
indicated.

The following stcff is required to accomplish the
project goals:

A.One Teacher Il (560% Project Director, 50% Coun-
selor).

B. 2.5-3 Teacher |. Two of these teachers will be
experienced at operating a Learning Center. T he 0.5
- 1.0 position will provide Art, Music, Drama, etc.,
instruction/activity.

C. 34 FTE Career Counselors for the first three
months.

D. Three Teacher Aides.

These staff or their FTE services will be contracted
through Chemeketa Community College.

34
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Because the learning center will supplement all
existing academic and vocational programs, the present
teachers in correctional institutions will require in-
service training to (1) more effectively utilize the new
resource and (2} to plan and prepare programmed
materials in their subject speciality which would
become part of the center’s library. A workshop for
correctional educators from Oregon, Washington,
Idaho and Alaska, sponsored by Region X will provide
overall information. A subsequent workshop in Salem
will address the specifics of program design, photo-
graphy, slide preparation, dubbing, etc.

Results:

Results will be compiled in June 1975.

31
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SELECTED PRDJECT DATA

A. Student Participation in Title |: Charts 14, 14a, 15.

In FY 1974, a total of 27,557 Oregon students were
enrolled in Title ! projecis for the regular term and
8,644 for the summer term. An unduplicated count for
the year is not available because some students were
enrolled in both regular and summer term projects.

Chart 14 sihows that Title | in Oregon predomin-
antly enrolls students from the primary grades. Peak
enrollment occurs in the first four grades, with a steady
decline in enrollment from Grade 5 through high
school. Public school enroliment in primary grades
{exciuding Portland) is distributed as follows for the
regular term: 15% in Grade 2; 15% in Grade 1; and
14% in Grade 3. Summer term enrollment is most
highly concentrated in Grade 1 (14%), with 16% in
Grade 2 and 15% in Grade 3. Both regular and summer
terms enrolled 10-12% fourth graders in Title |
programs. In FY 1972, by contrast, the largest percent-
age of Title | students for both regular and summer
terms was in the second grade.

The breakdown of Portland's Title | enroliment
differs slightly from that of the rest of the state.
Enrollment percentages are more evenly distributed in
the elementary grades with 7 to 10% of the children in
each grade, levels 1 through and including Grade 9.
This contrasts with the statewide concentration of
enroliment in Grades 1-4.

High school grade comparisons, Portland and state-
wide, are similar with the exception of 10th gracde. Ten
percent of Portland Title | students are 10th graders,
both regular school year and summer, as compared to
2-5% statewide enrollment.

Nonpublic school enrollment in Grades 1-9, with
the majority of students enrolled in the first four
grades. Peak enrollment occurs in Grade 2 {46%) for
summer term projects and Grade 4 (23%). (See Chart
15.)

B. Percent of Students in Major Instructional Areas:
Charts 16, 16a, 17.

Many Title | students participated in more than one
instructional area and have been counted more than
once. A larger percentage of summer term students
participate in more than one instructional area than
regular term students. In Portland Title | projects,
participation in more than one instructional area is
especially high, with 71% or more of the students
participating in at least three instructional areas during
the regular term, and four areas during the summer
term. Because of the mutliple participation in instruc-
tional areas by single students, the total percentage of
participating students reported on the charts will not
total 100.

*Note: Percentages in FY 1973 and FY 1974 reports are not
directly comparable. FY 1974 support services percentages
were figured on the basis of the total population served by

29

in FY 1974, regular term projects {excluding
Portland) enrolled a total of 96% of Title | public
school students in reading (89%), and language arts
{9%). Math enrollment jumped from 5% in FY 1973 to
18% in FY 1974. Enrollment in all other instructional
areas was 10% or less, as follows: 7% in cultural
enrichment activities, 2% in vocational education, and
4% in preschool. (See Chart 16.)

Portland enrollment over three-fourths of their Title
| public school students in each of three areas—90% in
reading, 52% in language arts, and 78% in math/
science, with about 26% in cultural enrichment
activities. These percentages include the high rate of
student participation in more than one instructional
area. {See Chart 16a.)

Summer term projects (excluding Portland} enrolled
79% of Title | public school students in reading and
language arts, in contrast to 96% in regular term
projects. Other instructional areas with relatively high
summer term enrollment in FY 1974 are: 24% in
math/science; 13% in cultural enrichment; and 5% in
“other’ activities.

Portland enrolled a high percentage of Title |
summer students in the three basic skill areas of
reading (93%), language arts (48%), and math/science
(78%). Other major concentrations of Portland summer
enroliment were 29% in cultural enrichment and 3% in
the "other’’ category. Again, these percentages reflect
the high rate of student participation in more than one
instructional area.

The majority of nonpublic Title | students were
involved in the instructional area of reading, both
summer and regular term. (See Chart 17.) During the
summer term, 39% of nonpublic Title | students were
enrolled in physical education activities; however, this
percent is deceptive considering an N of 86 in that
category. Both regular and summer terms decreased
their enrollment in language arts from FY 1973 to FY
1974. Cultural enrichment activities dropped in
summer and increased during the regular term from FY
1973 to FY 1974.

C. Percent of Students Receiving Support Services:
Charts 18, 18a, 19.

The percentage of Title | public school students
receiving support services through FY 1974 regular
term project® is most highly concentrated in the areas
of transportation (4%} and food (5%). (See Chart 18.)
The remaining support services assisted about 1-6% of
the students. A comparison of FY 1973 and FY 1974
data for the regular term reveals that food, social work,
and transportation remain the support services most
often budgeted for Title | students.”

Title 1. FY 1973 percentages were based on the small
percentage of the total Title | population that received Title |
support services.
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CHART 18
Percent of Public School Students Receiving Support Services
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CHART 18A
Percent of Public and Nonpublic School Students Receiving Support Services, Portland

Regular Actual Enrollment 5,264 Reaular term
15 Summer Actual Enroliment 1,699 eguiar ter
Nonpublic Regular Enrollment 237 S t
Nonpublic Summer—No Support Services | ummer term —

10 1 P

Percent of Students

O = N W b O
\\
Mooy,
.".J

@ > e e} > > N QA X AN IS & .
§F & S s&F ¢ & & o & & & 8
P N &€ v N AP < 0 Q KN & S 3 ~
G cg Q0 & > S > < & ) O
& O S & ~ S T K o 9 *
& SRS = S L N
o B Q o & S
< SG ¢ ) & S S
© Ve & & g
© ©
*Community agent services
CHART 18B
Percent Percent of Students K-12 Grade Levels Receiving Support Services
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I'n the summer term, the percentage of Title | public
school students receiving support services is highest in
the areas of transportation (13%), social work (2%),
guidance counseling (4%) .

Portland students received Title | funded support
services as do other public school students. The most
important support service for Portland's regular term
projects is social work, serving 6% of participating
students, with additional support in guidance counsel-
ing (5%), and food services (7%). Community agent
services (7%) were primary summer term support
services. (See Chart 18a.)

Nonpublic students in regular term projects mainly
receive socital work services (13%), and psychological

services. Summer term support services were not
compiled for FY 1974. (See Chart 18a.)
Chart 18b shows regular term support services

highest for preschool and kindergarten students and
twelfth graders. Summer school support services
focused on students in Grades 2, 3, 4 and 10.

Chart 19 shows the percent of nonpublic school
students receiving support statewide.

D. Expenditures in Instructional Areas: Charts 20, 20a,
21.

Instructional dactivities for public schoo! students in
FY 1974, rereived $5,868,160 in- Title | funds
(excluding Portland). Chart 20 shows the distribution
of expenditures in the following instructional areas:
79% for reading, 3% for language arts, 6-22% for math,
2-7% for each of the remaining instructional areas, and
3-4% for the “‘other’ category. Projects in FY 1973
spent nearly 8% more in reading than in FY 1973, and
4-14% more in math. Projects spent far [ess in the
““other” category than in the previous year, decreasing
from 16% to 4%.

Expenditures for summer term Title | instructional
programs increased from $592,603 in FY 1973 to
$686,186 in FY 1974 (2xcluding Portland). This
increase still remained far below the $1,276,438 spent
in FY 1972. The distribution of funds according to
instructionai areas is: 59% for reading, 3% for language
arts, 22% for math/science {(up from 9% in FY 1973),

% for preschool activities, and 3% for cultural
enrichment activities. The "other” category enrolled
only 3% of summer term Title | students.

Portland spent $1,281,075 on regular term Title |
instruction, with 41°% for reading, 17% for language
arts, 26% for math .cience, and 1-5% distributed in
other areas. Portland’s summer term projects spent
34% of $139,986 ‘or instruction in reading, 21% for
language arts, 30% in math/science, 5% in cultural
enrichment activities, and the rest in other are  (See
Chart 20a.)

Titlte | instructional expenditures for nonpublic
school students are distributed in the same four areas
for both regular and summer terms. In the regular

42

39

term, 98% of the $119,297 was spent for reading/
language arts instruction, 3% for math/science, 9% for
physical education (other), and 1% for cultural enrich-
ment activities. In the summer term, 86% of $9,750
was spent on reading/language arts, 3% for math/

science, 9% for “other.” (See Chart 21.)

E. Expenditures for Support Services: Charts 22, 22a,
23.

Support services constitute about 5-6% of the total
reported expenditures for Title [ in FY 1974. Regular
term expenditures of $322,396 for public school Title
I students (excluding Portland) were primarily for
social work (31%) and guidance counseling (33%). The
remaining 36% of expenditures are primarily for
transportation (8%), medical services {10%), and food
(14%) with the remaining 4% in other services. Support
services for the summer term cost $47,080 in FY 1974,
distributed primarily for transportation (48%), food
(14%), and guidance counseling (27%), with 1-9%
distributed among other areas. {(See Chart 22.)

Portland’s main support service expenditures are for
socral workers and guidance counselors. Regular term
spending for Portland’s Title | support services totals
$76.527 and only $7,467 for the summer term. About
66% of both regular and 12% of summer term
expenditures were for social work services, with an
additional 41% for guidance counseling during the
regular term. Food services were 12% of support
service expenditures in the summer term. A curriculur
project tabulated under “other’ expended 76% of the
summer term support monies. (See Chart 22a.)

Portland nonpublic school students received a total
of $5,002 in support services in the regular term with
none listed in the summer term. Regular term spending
was for social work (62%), and psychological services
(38%). The highest summer expenditure was for social
work {62%). (See Chart 22a.)

Statewide nonpublic students received $11,378 in
regular term support services and $1,454 for summer
term. Regu’ term expenditures were in two major
services: guic.ance counseling {22%) and medical care (a
whepping 78%). Summer term funds were mainly
distributed among attendance services (21%), library
(24%), transportation (38%), medical (8%) and food
{6%).

F. Personnel Employed with Title | Funds: Charts 24,
24a, 25.

The main types of ool personnel employed with
Title | funds are 12acher aides and elementary teachers.
Over half of the Title | personnel were aides in the
regular term, closely followed by elementary teachers
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CHART 22
Expenditures for Support Services Provided Title | Project Students
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CHART 23
Expenditures for Support Services Provided Nonpublic Title | Project Students
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CHART 24
Types of School Personnel Employed with Title | Funds
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CHART 24A
Types of School Personnel Employed with Title | Funds, Portland Projects

Regular term smessmes Summer term

289 (240.2 FTE)
227 (224.6 FTE)

Regular term personnel
Summer term personnel

*Summer “other’’ were student aides.

/
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© [Te) < ™ N -
53
47

A4

TEACHING




CHART 25
Teacher and Teacher Aide In-service for Title | Projects

Regular School Year. Summer School

Common Modes of Instruction

1.  On-the-job training.

2. Workshops

3. Aide visitations

4. College credit coursework

Regular Summer

In-service 1974 1973 1972 In-service 1974 1973 1972
Yes 71% 67.1% 63% Yes 56.25% 55.2% 62.22%
No 29°%; 329% 37% No 43.75% 44.8%  37.78%

ATl Portland Projects report
in-service for Title | personnel.

a
o




CHART 26
Community Involvement

Composition of Local Parent Councils

Regular School Year Summer

12.55%
Administrators

Teachers
15.58%

62.45% Parents

Parents

64.02% Administrators
13.42%

16.92%
Teachers

Weighted Estimate: *Does not include Portland
2,930 membe_rs in local 1,252 members in local parent councils
parent councils. for summer programs.

*Including Portland

Regular School Year Summer

1974 1973 1972 1974 1973 1972
Parents 62.45% 70.3% 61.14% 64.02% 61.7% 53.93%
Teachers 16.92% 14.2% 15.88% 15.58% 18.8% 22.93%
Administrators  12.59% 10.2% 12.73% 13.42% 12.1% 12.10%
Others 8.02% 5.3% 10.25% 6.95% 7.4% 11.04%
Total Members *N = 2,930 - -- *N =834
*N's are Weighted Estimates 52




CHART 27
Percent of LEAs That Have Changed or Altered the
Regular Instructional Program as a Result of Title |

Regular School Year Summer

51% 45.71 54.28%

49% v
Changed Changed No Ch
Programs* No Change Programs © ~hange

*Types of program changes:

More individualized instruction

l.
2. Increased testing
3. More referrals
4. New methods of Instruction
Longitudinal Data
Regular School Year Summer School Year
1974 1973 1972 1974 1973 1972
Changed programs 51% 60.4%  48.52% 45.71% 60.9% 20.60%
No change 49% 30.8% 29.41% 54.28% 33.3% 17.52%
No comment - 8.8% 22.07% - 5.8% 61.88%

53
50




CHART 28
Percent of School Districts
That Have Absorbed Title | Program Costs into Local Budget,
Freeing Federal Funds for New Title | Projects

Regular School Year Summer

Longitudinal Comparisons

Regular School Year Summer School Year
1974 1973 1972 1974 1973 1972
Yes 18.33% 10.8% 7.35% 6.25% 18.4% 3.09%
No 81.66% 77.9% 64.70% 93.75% 75.9% 28.86%
No Comment -- 11.3% 27.95% - 5.7% 656.05%
54
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Figures are not available for summer term. (See Chart
24))

Portland reflects the same pattern as other school
districts, except that they employed a higher percent-
age of secondary teachers in both regular and summer
terms. Portland also employed student aides during the
summer term, accounting for the 12% in the ""other’
category on Chart 24a.

The distribution of Title | personnel was similar in
FY 1973 and FY 1974. In-service for Title | personnel
increased in both the FY 1974 summer and regular
terms over FY 1973, but still showed a decrease from
summer 1972, (See Chart 25.)

G. Community Involvement and Local Participation in
Title 1: Charts 26-28.

The following trends are noted concerning com-
munity involvement and local participation in Title |:

1. Parent membership in Title | Parent Councils
decreased 8% between FY 1973 and FY 1974 in
regular term and increased 3% summer term. Member-
ship of teachers and other increased 2%, with the
percentage of members from school administration
increasing in both the summer term and in the regular
term. (See Chart 26.)

2. The major areas of instructional emphasis con-
tinue to be reading, math and language arts. In the
regular term, enrollment of participating public school
students in these areas increased from 76% in FY 1972
to 81% in FY 1973, and 86% in FY 1974. Enroliment
in the summer term continued to decline in these areas.
however, from almost 100% in FY 197210 73% in FY
1973, and 71% in FY 1974. Instead, the number of
students enrolled in math more than tripled.

3. The percent of districts that report they have
changed or altered the regular term instructional
program as a result of regular term Title | projects
dramatically increased from 49% in FY 1972 to 60% in
FY 1973 and dropped to 51% in FY 1974. The impact
of summer term Title | projects on the regular term
instructional program continued the trend with
reported changes rising from 21% in FY 1972 to 61%
in FY 1973 and dropping 1o 45% in FY 1974. (See
Chart 27.)

4. The number of LEA’s absorbing Titte | program
costs into their local budgets. freeing Title | funds for
new programs, increased 8% in the regular term, from
10% in FY 1973 to 18% in FY 1974. The summer term
showed a decrease of 12%, from 18 to 6%. (See Chart
28.)

H. Summary: Trends.

1. Oregon Title I programs predominantly enroll
students in the primary grades, with peak enrollment in
the first four grades.

2. The major areas of instructional emphasis con-
tinue to be reading, math and language arts. In the

regular term, enroliment of participating public school
students in these areas increased from 76% in FY 1972
to 81% in FY 1973, and 86% in FY 1974. Enroliment
in the summer term continued to decline in these areas,
however, from almost 100% in FY 197210 73% in FY
1973, and 71% in FY 1974. Instead, the number of
students enrolled in math more than tripled.

3. Support services continue to be concentrated in
the major areas of transportation, guidance counseling,
social work, food services and health services.

4. Instruction coniinues to account for the major-
ity of Oregon’s reported Title | expenditures, using
85% of FY 1974 funds compared to 80% of FY 1973
funds, and 69% in FY 1972, In both regular and
summer terms, reading and language arts and math
instruction account for over 70% of instructional
expenditures.

5. Less Title | money was spent on support services
in FY 1974 than in previous years. Support service
expenditures are primarily for social work and guid-
ance counseling in the regular term and for transporta-
tion, food, and guidance counseling in the summer
term.

6. The majority of Title | personnel for the regular
term continues to be teacher aides, followed by
elementary teachers. Teacher aides as a percent of total
personnel increased substantially in the regular term,
from 40% in FY 1972 to 50% in FY 1973, and
remained at nearly 50% for FY 1974.

7. Parent membership in Parent Councils increased
from FY 1972 to FY 1973, and decreased in FY 1974.

8. Dissemination of Title | information continues
to be primarily through bulletins, newsletters, and
newspapers.

9. Teacher and teacher aide in-service increased in
the regular term and in the summer term.

10. Districts reporting changes in the regular
instructional program as a result of regular term Title {
projects decreased 9% compared to FY 1973; changes
as a result of summer term Title | projects decreased
15% compared to FY 1972, :

11. LEA’s absorbing Title | costs into their local
budgets increased 8% in the regular term and decreased
13% in the summer term from FY 1973 to FY 1974.

. -
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

District Participation in Title |, ESEA
Districts not using Title | Funds

Results:

1. Fifty-three school districts did not use FY 1974
Title | money. This is 15 districts more than the
38 districts that did not participate in FY 1973.

2. Nearly half the FY 1974 nonparticipating dis-
tricts had allocations amounting from $2,000 to
over $5,000. Last year nearly half the nonpartici-
pating districts had allocations of less than $5600.

Conclusions:

Informal surveys of nonparticipating districts reveal the
following reasons that they did not apply for their
Title | allocations:

1. Two districts indicate that it is against the
philosophy of their school board and staff to list
and identify target schools and children having
trouble in school.

2. Six districts said they had no one willing and
knowledgeable to do the required paper work.
(These six formed a cooperative project ior FY
1975.)

3. Four districts indicated there was not enough
money for them to bother making application
for funds.

Selection of Student Participants
Result:

Pretest scores of Title | students indicate that some
are not below grade level achievement in the
instructional area of the project.

Conclusion:

Project personnel must design instructional pro-
grams that remedy the assessed needs of the
educationally disadvantaged students in the dis-
trict's target schools. Title 1 guidelines call for:
assessment of student needs; programs and perform-
ance objectives designed to meet these needs; and an
evaluation that determines whether or not these
needs are met. Guidelines also specify that educa-
tionally disadvantaged students be placed on a
priority list with those served first being those who
have the greatest need.

O’\

Answering the following questions may help project
personnel to improve program planning:

1. Is the needs assessment accurate and up to date?

2. Are performance objectives keyed to the need?
Or to the vehicle to reach the need? Or to both?

3. Do project: serve students with the most severe
educational needs as a top priority?

District Performance Objectives

Result:

An analysis of district performance objectives indi-
cates that students are usually expected to demon-
strate achievement on a test rather than through the
performance of specific skills or behaviors in actual
situations.

Conclusion:

Written tests are used because federal Title |
legislation requires standardized test scores to
measure achievement. Districts should consider
supplementing these tests with performance indi-
cators of task and/or skill competency. These
performance indicators may show student progress
more effectively and provide more specific infor-—~.
tion for program planning and design. While per-
formance objectives must continue to be written in
measurable terms, achievement tests alone may not
measure student growth accurately, since the dis-
advantaged student population do not usually per-
form well on standardized tests.

Resuit:

Analysis of district performance objectives also
shows that the majority of Title | students achieved
the objectives at a 100% success level in both regular
and summer terms. They succeeded most dramat-
ically in the summer term, especially in the areas of
language arts, cultural enrichment, attitudes, and
basic skills. The language arts summer success is
contrasted to regular for a success of 29% with 51%
achieving at average, rather than high, rates.

Conclusion:

Student success in achieving district performance
objectives could be measured more accurately if a
better selection of instruments were available, and if
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assessed needs, student selection and performance
objectives were consistent with each other.

Needs Assessment and Project Focus

Result:

Some districts mistakenly submit needs as their
performance objectives; further, these assessed
needs often focus on district rather than student
needs. The following LEA project statements may
reflect school rather than student needs:

1. Need for cooperation anc' understanding by
teachers and parents of educationally disadvan-
taged students.

2. Need for success in first and second grade
classroom performance in the basic skill areas.

3. Need for individualized instruction to improve
classroom productivity.

4. Need for early diagnosis and remediation of basic
skill deficiencies.

Conclusion:

State Title | guidelines specify student educational
need as the primary concern of Title | projects.
Although school needs are integral to the delivery of
services to students, direct help to students in their
area of need is the special emphasis of Title .

Instruction

Result:

The trend seems to be toward a concentration of
effort on reading instruction.

Conclusion:

Reading achievement is assessed as a primary educa-
tional need in the nation and may certainly be the
primary need in Oregon. However, some Oregon
districts have begun to find that needs assessments
reveal math skills as a primary need and are
developing math projects to meet this need. This
reinforces the Title | guideline which calls for
regular student needs assessments to provide infor-
mation for project design and instructional program
planning.

Cognitive and Affective Gain

Results:

The subsamples with student achievement data are
too small to use for generalizations or predictions.
There are some indications, however, that the areas
of cognitive and affective gain should be noted for
further investigation.

14

The small subsamples indicate that Title | students
make cognitive gains of 1 to 1.3 months in grade
level achievement for each month of instruction {as
measured by standardized tests).

Affective gains are difficult to measure. Anecdotal
and observation data indicate positive growth in
affective areas. However, student attendance records
and testing instruments do not report student gains
in affective areas—either in self-concept or in atti-
tude toward school.

Conclusion:

Success in school is an assessed need in most Title |
projects because it is directly related to cognitive
and affective gains. Continued attention must be
given to designing projects which not only reme-
diate skills but provide fearning environments which
stimulate positive feelings and attitudes.

Result:

Summer term Title | students show an average gain
in grade level achievement of 2.6 months per month
of instruction, while regular term students show an
average gain of 1.5 months per month of instruc-
tion.

Conclusion:

1. Summer programs may provide more concen-
trated instruction during a school day; the
scheduled activities of a regular schoo! day
prevent concentration of time on a specific topic.

2. Summer instructional programs tend to be clus-
tered around a central theme more often than
regular term programs.

3. Summer programs encourage more informal rela-
tionships among children and teachers, possibly
providing a better learning atmosphere.

4. Summer classes are smaller and schedule more
fieldd trips, summer camps and other high interest
activities.

5. Standardized tests are not validated over the
short time span of a summer program; therefore,
the higher rate of achievement gain could be a
function of testing at too short an interval.

Result:

In nearly all instances children performed according
to their estimated ability potentials.

Conclusion:

Ability potentials are estimated by teachers, using
observation, report cards and achievement data. The
results may indicate that the “"Law of Expectation’’
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could be in operation. Diagnosis of skill needs may
be a more specific and reliable indication of student
need than estimates of student potential, and more
effective in program planning.

Parent Participation

Result:

The total participation of parents on Parent
Councils increased in FY 1973 to an average of 70%
in the regular term and 61% in the summer term,
compared to 62% and 54% in F¥ 1972.

Note:

State Title | guidelines mandate a high percentage of
parent membership, specifying that “more than a
simple majority” of Title | Parent Councils be
parents. Guidelines also specify that Parent Council
members be involved in all levels of needs assess-
ment, project planning, visitation, and evaluation.

State Educational Objectives

Result:

Title | projects, in serving assessed needs of stu-
dents, also attend to instructional priorities of the
Oregon Board of Education and the educaticnal
objectives of the Division of Compensatory Educa-
tion.

Conclusion:

1. Many Oregon Board of Education priorities and
Compensatory Education objectives are relevant
to the assessed needs of school districts.

2. Title | projects are part of a well-conceived
educational system that attempts to make equal
educational opportunity available to all students.

o
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5 Improve

PLANS AND PROGRESS

FY 1973
Plans for Future Action

Continue exercising greater vigilance in review of
project applications.

a. Implement the “Dignity and Worth Planning
Statement.”

b. Describe hiring procedures giving preferential
treatment to the employment of aides from
target families.

c. Continue and increase staffing of larger project
approvals,

2. Continue tightening the feedback loop for:

a. Project evaluations and audits.

b. Monitoring reports.

3. Collect data on results of the new FY 1974

monitoring techniques.

a. Develop a systematic schedule for monitoring
projects.

b. Improve the team concept for monitoring
projects.

c. Continue work with IEDs in monitoring

projects.

4. Provide in-service to districts on a reqular basis

concerning:
a. Title | basic information

(1) Target area selection.
(2) Needs assessment.

.\ﬂ(}lv\.‘Financial reporting.
4) Comparability reporting.

b. Community Involvement

c. "'Dignity and Worth Planning Statement.”

management of classroom learning

programs.

a. Develop criteria for good learning programs for
disadvantaged children.

b. Use district resources; e.g., staff and finances, to

develop the best possible program. 5 9

57

. A systematic

FY 1974
Progress

. Implement at ODE level with S:ate Staff In-service

Workshops, March 1974.

. Recommendation passed by State Board June 29,

1973, notifying school districts that in all
compensatory education programs provision must
be made for active family participation and
involvement in the program.

. Office staffing of projects was conducted as the

need arose.

. Required project evaluations completed prior to

approval of new project.

- Monitoring reports were written and sent to the

monitored districts.

schedule for monitoring was
implemented as a part of the '"Metro’’ and “IED"
plans; however, technical assistance needs became
top priority for the office staff.

. The team monitoring concept was continued during

FY 74.

. IEDs began monitoring.

. Basic Title | information was presented at two

ctatewide work shops. Work shop evaluations showed
a majority of positive comment and requested more
workshops.

In addition to the topics listed below, evaluation
was a prime topic at the workshops.

. Stressed at all Title | meetings, workshops, etc.

. Not accomplished.

. Not accomplished.

. Not accomnlished.
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OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive NE

Compensatory Education
Title | ESEA

Salem, Qregon 87310
Titte I, ESEA Evatuation Report
Date
PART A:  IDENTIFICATION
1. Name and Position of Person Completing the Report . e
2. - -
3 County ___
4 ProectTatle ... . . - RE——
5. State Project Number ,
6. School Term Reported A Ruqular Onty B Surmmer O ty

(11 bath summer gnd wquiur_ subrt separate reports s

7. Wasrta Cooperative Propect? Yps

Number of Districts in Coog: ratee Projet -

815817316 Rev. 472

Py MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR NHJECTIVES

Sa:0nd Objective

tA Restate each performance objective as pee yo  sophcatio™ aclude crieen lor measurement
18 Na. ot
Children
— - Fully 3:hegvets the exprcration as stated 1o thr ~Drective, | 100%)
. Arhieved 75-99% of the ex pectation as Slated (n the abectve (75 99
.. Achiever Inss than 75% of the expectation u statrtn the by ive (75% }
. Tota
1C  Chect  The measursment ifu « 1§ reporteg 1 rtemi(s 2A, j? B. | }? Cul
this report. ) o
1D Make: : Statement reletive 10 achirver o f of o0r gehuyement 0l the stated objec v,
(How do you analyse the tesubis™)
6 O
O
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PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES
First Objective
1-A Hestate each pot formance ot 43 per your :include criteria for measurement.

18 No. of
Children
. . Fully achieved the exgectation as stated m objective. { 100%)
.- Achieved 75-99% of the expectation as stated in the objective, (75 99%)
. Achieved fess than 75% of the expiectation as stated 1n the objective. (75%:)
_. Toua
. [ N r
1C Check: The measurement data 1s reported in rtemls) LA 128, j? Cof
this teport. ) ~
1D Make a statement relative 10 achwvernent or non schievement ol the stated objective,
{How do you analyze the risults?)
PART B: MEZSUSEMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

Thizd Obactive

1A

Restate each performan-e objective as pet your apphication, include critena for measurement,

No. of
Chilisren

Fully achieve.. the expectation s stated in the objective. {100%)
. Achieyed 75 89% of the expectation as stated in the obective, 175 99%)
. Achieved less than 75" of the expectation as stated 1 the otyectve. {75% )

.. Total

28,

Chers  Toe measurement tata 1s reported 1n itemis) l 124, [

| J2c o
thisrenc t o

Make a state

pat relative to och Nt of nan achievement of the stated objective

{How do you analyze the regults?) .




Standardized achievement test scores used to determine project results,

Indicate Student

3

A

A

A

A

Item 2-A
Name of Pre-test
Name of Post test
[ )
i Listthe chiid | Actual
: By Name or Grade | Potential
! Code Number Level ’
SR it
! l PLLA
1
| L LA
, L LA
‘ i LoLA
! ‘ LoLA
|
: ‘ LoLA
| L LA
} l L LA
I
| | LoLA
: LA
. L ota
: ! L LA
i
| . L LA
‘ .
; ' LoLa
i :
| i
; H L LA
i
i | Lota
| ! L LA
! !
i i L LA
L.

[I—

(11 additional forms are needed, pleas: request trom the State Title | affice )

Item2C

-
i

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

QOther types of evidence of indicators of Drolect results.

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

'

|
i
|
!

e JE)
Oifference!
inScore

Date

+or

[
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Item 28 Standardized instruments other than achievement tests used for objective evidence
of project results,
Form Date
Name of Prestest ... . . .
Form Date
Name ol Post-test .. . _ ... . e
v AN A2 L S |
{List the Chid Pre Post i Difference
+ Name ar Code . Test Test ! tn Scores
Number ! Scores tor-
e D8 [ttt [

]L,_ oo Seores
|
j
f

i
i
'
i
i

(11 additional forns sre needed. please reduest from the State Tatle 1 Ottice.)

PART C:

Item 1 A

item 18

Item 1 C

Item 10

Item 1 E

STATISTICAL INFORMATION

Unduplicated number of children by grade levels participating in the project.

m 2 tE
! ! No.of Public !
! ! School Children

Grade Level Participating Grade Level
Rl L) (G
i Kindergarten ! | 'Grade 8
| Grade 1 ' i |Graded
| Grade 2 { 1Grade 10
o . [ e
" Grade 3 | Grade 11
; ‘- -1 - -
| Grade 4 i ! | Grade 12
[ B [

Grade 5 ! ; Tatal
... ‘

Grade 6 !

The number of weeks the project actually operated. . .. _.

E il for parent iavol S

No. of parent particiants . _ . . -

Expend ture for in sorvice for Totle & staff §

No. of Titte 1 S1aff provided m service

Expenditures from traiget account line items *

100 800
600 1200 .
700

LT R

I"" "No.af Public

+ School Children !
' Participating
S

. - -
E TR — —_
I

H R
‘? s |
i —_— S ——
- .. Weeks

*DO NOT INCLUQE LINE ITEMS FROM SERIES 200, 300, 400, 500, 900, and 1000. Thase
line 1tems are to be distributed appropriately i 1tem 1G pags B and/or *tem 10 pege 10.
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It no, explain __

Were nonpublic schoal personnel involved in program planning and reporting?
———No

—Yes

IC

item 1.C
A FuiText provided by Eric
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PART £:
ttem 1

lteen 1A

Itern 1 B

lten 2

ltem 2 A

Iwm 2B

Item 2C

Item 3

Item 3-A

Item 3-B

ERIC

Aruitea

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
Community involvement
Report the numerical composition of the locsl perent and communaty planning com

mittee and date of commuttee meenings by entering the number of participants behind
rach category

Parents Other {Specilyt
Teachers
Adrmnistrators Meeting Dates

How etfective was the commatte

In servien
Dt your progratt have a teacher teachet anhe i service?

Yes . . No

1 vour answer was yes, deseribe in 1 shart staterment

Attach any material you mght have 1o turther explan your beachet teacher ade
HY Service

Dissemunation

What methodis! of disserminating information gbout the Titte b project was usml?

Artach any sxamples ot inforrmation dissermination you have used.

-
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PART F:

ltem 1-A

ftem 1B

Item 2

e 2 A

lem 2B

ltern 3

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION

1t your LEA augmented your Titte | program directly by praviding tunds in an ettont
to concentrate the program on selected students, indicate the amount to the nearest
dollar S— . .

(check those that apply)

The expenditure of LEA tunds was for:
Salartes . C s eee Other (Speoty) e
Teaching Matenals [
Fixed Churges __ . F—

Equipment for Instruction . —

LEA changes

As areslt ol your Tatle | progrant has the LEA changed or altered 118 regular instruc
tional program?

Yes . No

11 the answer is yes, please explain, .

Has the LEA local budget absorbed the costs of part or alt the Title | program,
theraby releasing the Tatle | funds to.be used for a different program for the tiscat
yrar fuported? Yes .. -No U the answer 1s yes, pliase explain,

Relate any human interest stories or incitlents inyolvext in your Tatle | pre- oct which
might indicate perceptual and/or behavioral changes resulting from progect sctivities,
{Use additrongt pages 1f needed )
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APPENDIX 11
A Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education—Second Draft PERSONA'& 13

l

I LANGUAGE ARTS &/OR L COMPUTATIONAL & ANALYTIC SKILLS ‘, ! SCIENTIF
COMMUNICATION SKILLS

I, Listening-Talking-Perceiving t. Classification V. Principles of Mathematics I. Emplo
A. Language Systems A. Grouping by vanous characrenstics A. Numenical A. Pry!

1. Vaneties & Bilinguahsm B. Compuaning 1. Pattern, 1. I

2. Uses C. Ordening 2 Commutative, Associate, Dutabutive laws 2.P

3. Communication sense 1. Basic Operations 3. Rules for divibidit 3P

B. Motor & Conceptual Skills A. Estumation 4. Algonithims 1)

1. Oral Language B. Numbers 5. Probabihity P

2. Silent Language Skills 1. Integers 8. Algebraic B. Vi

a. Thinking, Logic, Reasoning 2 Ratondl C. Geometne 1. 14

b. Intro-personal Communication 3. brrotional D. Logical thought processes 2. R

1. Listening 4. Complex E. Struntures 3.C
A Analyze Verbal Comimunication C. Operations LoOther mathematicad systee C. Daid

B. Synthesize 1 Add 2 Nondecimal bases 1.G

C. Evaluate 2. Subtract VI Measurements 2.c

D. React to Verbal Commumcation 3. Multply A Esumation ORH

1. Problem Solving 4. Divile B. Space D. Mog

2. Decision Making 5 Exponentiation I Lonear 1.P

3. Application 6. Roots 2. Ared 2.5

111, Speaking 111, Problem Solving a Tesseltations E. Use
A. Developmental Sperch A ldentify and verbalize probierm b Fangrams ¢

8. Speech Therapy B. Analyze 3. Volume F. Use

C. Informal Discussion C. Estmate C. Time Inst
D. Public Speaking D. Devising solutinn strategues D Measuring mstruments o |

E. Debote E. Ewl“‘”:o,‘ and validation VIl. Computatinnal and Prograinmable Devices 2E

IV. Reading® IV. Symbolic Representation A. Programming operat.ondl algornthims . Establi
A. Word Attack Skills A Numerals 8 Data Prosessing A. Scre

B. Vocabulary B Sets C. Lwestigating matheimatics theough the calculator B. Tr‘ae(

C. Comprehension & Analysis C. Operations D. Use of calculating tools C. Primn

D. Speed D. Number sentences 1. Ahacus IH. Interac

2 Pepe’ miin computer
3. Sextent

4. Caleulator

5. Computer

V. Composition &/or Writing
A. Penmanship
B. Spetting {encoding)
C. Creative Writing

*Type of
Reading Program
1- Developmental
2 -Corrective

3- Remedral

4 --Enjoyment

It
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY &/0R
CITIZENSHIP

[

I
I 11 l I ! 17 L ]

REPRESENTATIVE INTERACTION . STREETS & CONSUMER
GOVERNMENT WITH ENVIRONMENT HIGHWAYS I
CITIZENSHIP . : - Goods

f.  Human Environment I. Rights 1. Services
l. Community A Culture) Ennchmunt 1. Responsibihities
1. State L Magonty Cultur, L. Skills
111, Nation 2 Mmooy Cuttove

3 Fonie Arts
B Attitudes
C Behavior

1. Natural Environment
A Awdieness

B. Hunt 6/5/72 B Pollution

C Conservation
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-

IC & TECHNOLOGICAL PROCESSES | |

Meantal Health
A indhivedual
I Sei' Actudheastion
Jd Selt concept
t. Value System
¢. Decimion Making
d. Problem Solving
¢ Copmg Techiiques
2. lntapersanal Skolls

ing Process in Scientific Inquiry l.

item Solving

entifying

oblem Salving Strateges

escriptive Qepewentatons tor solving

oblems, schenuitics, How charts, com

ter prograims

bies

entification
a Communication
b Behaviors

B Commumty

elatronthips, grophe * Y e

nol

Treatanmt

1 tnnecpersonal Skally
4 Commumcation

terpret, ctc L. Gebavior,

els Used For: 2. Pluraliatd Socety

HEALTHY MIND & BODY

LIFE-LONG LEARNER

Human Nature

A, Commonalities

B. Differnnces

C. Dignity and Worth

Inter- & tntra-Personal Skills
A Communicatiun

B. Behaviars

Physical Health & Skills [
AL Individual
1. Self-Actualization
a. Growth & Development
b. Personal Care 1.
¢. Fitness
1. Nutrnition
2. Biological "
3. Neuromuscula
d. Skills
2. Body Skills
4. Movement
b. Psychomaotor
¢. Control
3. Gaines & Sports
4. Indmvidual

. Learning to Learn
A. Alternative Learning Techmiques
B. Fact Findmyg

. The Helping Relationship
A Helping
B. Leadership
C. Followership

V. Self-Actualization

edwtion J Culture b. Dual A Awareness

mulation SERVAVIITITN . Team B. Valuing

f Feedback Systeme . ¢ Recreationgl VI, Aesthetics

ntolhng real and wumutated systoms ¢. Lifetime A. Awareness

f Tools of Technotugy & o heeantity B. Community B. Exploration

umentation 1. Disvase C. Expeniences

echanical , 2. Commurucable D. Skills

CCtrOmC b. Nonconunumcable E. Attitudes

h a Knowledge Base ¢. Congenitat F. Values

titie Assumption, 2. Prablems of Abuse
bries a. Drogs
Eiples, laws & facts b. Alecuhol

ion of Science, Technology & ¢. Food

of Life d Other

Jate present & proposed actieity

ience & technolow, o termy of
[npact on the quatiy uf Ide
nine screntific assurmptions v thae
pective of historaal & current

mation
e seientific knowledge antd imethodol gy
pe mreans of solving personal consumer
isocial pobiems
; .
L CAREER EDUCATION
l l [ |

t AWARENESS I CAREER EXPLORATION 1 OCCUPATIONAL H OCCUPATIONAL SPECIALIZATIONﬁ
‘eness of Sulf I. Career Orientation PREPARATION I. Specific Occupational Knowledge
&ciaticn of Work I, Work Interest ““huands on experience’ I Skills Development Il Employer-Employee Relationships

eress f Qccupatons 11. Occupationa! Classifications & Clusters

act foo0 eerpational Choices 1V. Elements of Occupational Decision Making

V. Tentative Career Choices

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I1. School Experience & Career Goals 1. Retraining &/or New Directions
I11. Occupational Classifications & Clusters
1V. Atutudes and Job Success

V. Work Experience

Ch -t adapted from the New Minimarn State Requirements for
sehool gradaation adupted by the Oregon Board of Education
September 22, 1972,
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APPENDIX I11

County and Statewide Expenditures

EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS SERVED AND
COSTS PER STUDENT

Regular Term Summer Term
Public school enrollment S 25,942 S 8,356
Nonpublic school enroliment 615 288
TOTAL ENROLLMENT in Title I Projects S 26,557 S 8,644
Total Costs 58,559,913 $817,124
Cost per Student $322.32 $94.53
o7
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RECONCILIATION OF EXPENDITURES

Expenditures Projected from Sample Compared to Federal Funds
Approved for Project Expenditure*

A. B.
Expenditures Reported by LEAs on the Federal Funds Approved for Project
Evaluation Instrument Expenditure
Regular term $8,559,913
Summer term $ 817,124
TOTAL $9,377,037 TOTAL $9,513,712

*Expenditures for projects in neglected and delinquent institutions are not included.

The discrepancy between Columns A and B reflects:

1. Column A figures were projected from the stratified, random sample used in compiling
the data for this report.

2. Column B figures do not reflect internal carryover of unexpended funds.

3. Column B figures are funds approved for expenditure; some of these funds were not
spent.

03
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COMPILATION OF STATEWIDE TITLE |
BUDGET EXPENDITURES
as Reported by LEAs*

FY 1974
Regular School Year Summer Programs
Expenditure Accounts Dollars % Dollars %
100 Indirect Costs $ 69,998 .81 $ 18,193 2.22
200 Instruction $7,332,760 85.¢: $ 614,436 75.19
300 Attendance Services S 1,300 .01 $ 884 .10
400 Health Services $ 189,688 2.21 $ 17,596 2.15
500 Pupil Transportation $ 26,990 .31 $ 22,656 2.77
600 Operation of Plant S 30,726 .35 $ 10,100 1.23
700 Maintenance of Plant 8 913  trace $ 3,528 43
800 Fixed Charges $ 597,542 6.98 $ 85073 10.41
900 Food Services $ 45916 .53 $ 3,469 .42
1000 Student Body
Activities —_ _
1100 Community Services $ 167,500 1.95 $ 26,453 3.23
1200 Equipment $ 96,850 1.13 $ 14,736 1.80
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
REPORTED $8,559,913 99.95 $ 817,124 99.95

"Statewide totals were projected from the stratified, random sar:iv'e used in compiling the data for
this report. The expenditures are those reported in the evaluatio.: instrument and do not reflect
audited figures. They are only indicative of areas of major expenditures relative to the desire of
LEAs to conduct special programs for the educationally disadvantajed child.
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Selected Data Pertaining to Title |, ESEA, by County, FY 1974

Total No.
Total No.| of LEAs
of LEAs | Participa- |Maximum Grant | Approved for | No. LEAs in | Total No.
Total No.| Eligible [ting in Dist|{includes FY 73 Project Cooperative of
of LEAs | for Title | Coop. carryover) Expenditures Projects2 Projects3

Baker 4 4 4 $ 85,883 | S 68,020 -0- a4
Benton! 12 12 8 144,164 93,716 31 7
Clackamas! 30 20 25 715,086 571,886 -0- 28
Clatsop 6 6 6 131,873 124,657 21 6
Columbia 5 5 5 130,312 109,969 -0- 5
Coos | 6 6 5 347,143 294,009 -0- 6
Crook 1 1 1 73,436 67.567 -0- 1
Cury I '8 8 5 88,175 62,922 21 g
Deschutes! 4 4 2 145,559 134,216 -0- 3
Douglas! 16 15 11 420,067 288,399 -0- 12
Gilliam 3 3 2 9,384 8,691 -0- 2
Grant 6 6 5 29,271 22,985 51 1
Harney 16 16 16 29,924 29,824 14-1 3
Hood River 1 1 1 47,620 47,620 -0- 1
Jacksonl 10 10 9 497,379 420,129 0- 17
Jefferson 4 2 2 56,505 30,363 -0- 2
Josephine 2 2 2 305,612 305,612 0 2
Klamath 3 3 3 210,728 209,174 0 3
Lake 7 7 7 35,553 26,268 5.1 3
Lanel 16 16 16 1,104,¢:20 922,936 31 15
Lincoln 1 1 1 133,405 109,380 -0- 1
Linn' 36 35 23 442621 324,622 5.2 21
Malheur 15 12 8 231,222 207,045 -0- 10
Marion ! 35 35 34 998,567 888,474 7-2 31
Morrow 1 1 1 23,090 18,941 -0- 1
Multnomahl 14 14 12 3,057,602 2,853,165 -0- 20
Polk ~ 5 5 4 183,434 173,137 -0- 4
Sherman | € 6 0 13,496 -0 -0 -0-
Tillamook | 6 6 6 106,354 85,465 -0- 6
Umatillal 15 15 10 245,915 165,883 -0- 12
Union! 6 6 6 75,951 64,722 -0 6
Wallowa 5 4 3 27,974 20,560 -0- 3
Wasco 9 9 7 ! 90,365 38,437 -0- 7
Washington? 13 13 12 | 515,471 405,354 -1 14
Wheeler 3 3 3 10,596 6.394 0 3
Y ambhill 9 9 9 360,657 313,220 -0- 10
Totals 339 331 274 $11,118,354 $9,5° 7 713 60-12 268

Tincludes funds and number of projects in institutions for neglected and delirsy.-. st children.
2The “irst figure is the number of LEA’s and the second figure is the numher of « operative projects.

3While 268 projects were approved for funding in FY 1974, 71 of these projects ran in both regular and summer
terms. In analyzing projects in the text, these 71 projects are counted twice hecause objectives in reguiar and sur:
mer term projects are often very different. A total of 343 projects have bee- evaluated: 226 regular term projects,
88 summer term wprojects, and 29 projects in institutions for neglected and delinguent children and couperatsves.

70

Q- 70




iSlIBISe Ue Y1im padlew aie AJunod e uiyim s1aafoid

3A11R13d000 JO SIBqUIBIN “p/6L ‘Gl Yolely 4O se panoidde s198{oid,

- —- - P e o Te U8 Aquey
. 1s e e 70 38Ty 3TNy
S/H . . P by bunoy
4 SYWVNOV 1D
- e 1T rZ1 ewonyg
M“ “ o o e | o (o 'doo) ri-HN 301UoR,
. e e G¢ 90IUop
4 | vZ pusg 1501,
: w Lmh Joue auioyime
wM_ H - . e e F60G SITIEAIOD
, . N ° ° ° £C uielunoyj|ag
) u . P P rL easiy
, g9z suidyy, -~
i . . =
— NOLIN3g
- - ; ﬁ < e 19 ajBe3-aury
) . m . el o ° 9] uojbununy
- . rog 0) 1axyeg
» - " : s e P rG Ja%eg
.» ~ H3Mvy
u,mmwnm..h.-mmr\r spoylaly p3 sesen >::HWMM$¢ 1uawido|era [euossag s|ana] apes 0N % 3wen
oouss

VL6l Ad'SLD%'08d 1 31LIL NODIHO NI

SISVHAW3 T¥YNOILONYLSNI 40 SIIHODILYD Al X1aN3ddv

71

L

Q
RIC -



C . ZHTApOeS
H ° ° . e | o gy #pues
B o o |o e |o (o [ e | o 91T PUeIPsH
° ° ﬂ ® SITMIUIAPY YINOX
$/4 . o| o o |o le Jo o | o 79 Ay UobaID
_W\m 2 o |o e |o |eo Z T SEWENIRT) UTIoN
Y ° ! ° o o e | o TG 9UQ-ATBUTN |
S| ° . ° . v8 oulnyy
Y o c 1 | = ¥ HIY eTeow
A ° o e ° . ° o (o GC EIeOW
5/ Y o o |0 |0 o o |0 7 OBSRSYy I
S/ y® | @ e o ° ° ] e o 4, o | o G T SUOTSpery |
WL- o |0 (o |0 ” o |o T GHNepEIErST
S . _. ! _ « I 80T CPEserST |
Y . H e (o o K _ GZ AHRIGATPI oy
A ° | ° o e, gz UOIuN-Shasewey]
5/Y o |eo 4_0 ° m ° ” 01 N83I10Y)
Y L [ ° wo . M L_ €G uo1o)
t | . o | w io _ . M ° 7€ savie)
S _ o (o |0 "o | o | 62 snie)
Y . ; o |eo ° o ‘youey aaly noileyg
,m B ‘.L-Y. | L a};ﬁ},?; ‘ e | o e |e 1 HN Aqued
P ownng Amaisuodsey
se|nbey SPoYIa Y P3 123:8D 1e120g JuswdojsAaQ jeuOSIag sjens) 9peID ‘0N | awep
1msig
10oyag

72

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



75 Oopory

S000

5/H

(LY BTUOUIIA

/4

€0G sudd 1§

5/4

fl 3506U&R3g

5/4

€1 0D elquinjoy

§ "0) elquinjon

. VigWN102

0€ uoludIIEp

el

R S

01 episeag

JLt AsujQ,

G %e) pue sma

8 lI3M3F
~

Toug pug "dooy 97 eLIOISY |

Ciwn|x|c

Ol euosy

———

dOS1Vv1D

FE UUry 155

H

€1 sayYsdapm

S

N

¢ ‘loid Z HN Apueg

PUnNOYy-1eaA
1awwng

1e)nBeyy

p3 1aa1e)

Aupqisuodsayy

‘0N | awey
g
(ooyag

73

Q

IC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



[z puowipay

Uouey SATY T I8y T

S5/d

[ pusg

o JITTHISTU

S/H

rz bueq-pioyi() 110g

9] 13NY TOWTd,

cl iydQ

‘d003 £ yoeag pioo,

S/d

/1 10qieH-sburjooig

AHHND

WUN 7030015

J00HD

e e

S/d

1

t
!
i

!
i I

S/Y
Ty

S/H

|
i
T ' i

s

o
: °

€1 puag yuon

R RTIMETRITATY

8 3inbod

" youey sA 1001138 ‘'Y

6 Aeg'so0) |

puncu-193 7
18vng

spouiaw

Anpqisuodsay

‘ON g 3wep
sig
100yag

74

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



L1 %334 buoT,
T ARgUqoT,
S o * o "_ o0 ° o o o0y g7 o) TUEIY,
! 1 INvED
] : - -
Y . L T . FGZ Uopuoy
d * « b L e (o |o@ € uoibuiy
f
m WYITTI9
i
! W :
P m
b/ Y ° | _ o e o o 9L PiB[IT-UGISUIAR
5/d ° ; i ) ° _ o |eo | 0EL uijByIng
/Y . | _ ) o |o e o | ! 61 enbdwn yinog
) { ' . '
b/ Y ° ! ; ! o o ® (o |o youey sAog piojysng
4 4 .y “
5/ Y L _ ! _ , o | e ! o |e p bingasoy~ |
4 ‘ ekl sael h ~
H ° o o | o ! ° | 0L 3ippiy o
—— N ~
H ° ° » e | GQ| 140dspaay
/Y . D . . o o [ PUENEQ
5/Y ° m : e | o e |le |eo ZZ Se|briog GTIoN
, t
d ¢ . J o o LLRPPUI[G
i 4
H o _ ° e | o Gl Y931) SAEQ
Y ! m ° e le | o 1Z ASjjeA sewe’y
1
” , Sv1ono0d
v:.um._mh_rmm\f . Anprqisuodsay
JejnBay; spoylapy P3 J88se) 1e1303 luswdolaraq |euosiag S|8A9 ] Bpes ‘oN B awey
sig
fooyag

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



€ ST WoTT ]

ot xae 3

Z€ asnoypog,

§peeIgeulg,

81 UAMET,

11 L1t —

g1 usibyousry;

€8 SpIPtd,

ET AISMST T.

8¢ O 3[anoQ,

£ puduerg,

FL H suery,

¥ suery;

Z AN suing,

5/d

[ sumg o
~

6¢C smalpuy,

"do0) Q37 "0 AduIeH,

AINHVH

v AuD sutelg,

g UOULBA I,

g 1UaWnUoy,

PUNO W-189A
1BwwNg

p3 188100

Aujiqisuodsay

m_czﬁ muEO

‘0N R alWey
winsig
looyag

70

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



4 ° ° o . 60 SeTpey—
H o w [ o | ° L ZEELLLe]
NOSHITI41
/4 . . o | . SE TORTg Nboy
H o ; ° ® 65 103U301g
H ° ﬁ _ o | e ° . F6 TsTysurg
H w ® o |0 e | o b X1usoyg
S/ . _, e leo | o e To o 6HS PIOIPSIy
Y ° N o o o | o § IUT0g 3160
IS/H o @ o (o |0 o o o | o ° ¢ 'ON 9 1uiogd jenuay
H o | (] ” ° ° . ° L 'ON 9 1ulog fenuajy ~
S/ P . Z ON § PUejsy =
S/Y . ﬁ . e |o | o] [ ON G puepsy
H . o ° o | e ° O oiebajddy
_ + NOSSOVT
_w —
S/Y e ° . ° ° 1 "0 JaAlg pooH
H3AIH JOOH
P g A >:__Lw_€on£m
se|nBayy spoyiy P3 88180 121305 luswdojeraq euosiag 10037 apesgy ‘o g auwep
L 1vnsig
T e jooyag
- o

17

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Y . ° ° ° o [eo | FAJEIN LS I
b/ Y ‘o o oo |0 — ooy Q3T oy ueT,
INVT
G uotuny,
vl e T I TS|
81 Ushid,
Y L L ol o L1 Asjsted
<] [ ] _ ° ° ° [ NITATH T
m vZ 20y 1107,
lZ 18PV, |
Y ° o o | o ‘doo)d Q31 o) ET, |
m IAVT
5/ d L4 L L ; Z HN siieq4 yewepy @
Ik L4 L] (] ) o o L siieq yewery
Ay . . . PR e ﬁ 009 AIUNCD yrewery]
B HIVAVT
5/ 4 ) ) . .ol e 4 nun "6 suydasor
5/ 4 ° . ° . ol o o [ sseq siuei)
T T ] INIHA3 507
P taang Aunqisuodsey
Jejnboy spoylapy Sjora apeis ‘oN B awey
wIsIg
jooyos

Q

7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



b/ Y o o |o ° o | o U7y O UjoIuT
W TOONT
5/ H o |o o | o 61 PRIburdy
H L] ° ° ° ° ° rgf 3ueT yInog
H ° ° ° o | o 1 HfH TUesEsd
Y L o | o o| o 9/ 3bPUNEQD
H ® o | . o o 89 IZUTHIN
6/ Ej03ieN,
5/H ® ° o) o ¢E UO[TERN
H ° ° ° o o (WAL o]
5/ 4 ® ° o | ol o 69 AuD uonounf
Y ° ° ° o| o fLg 8duatol4
™~
5/H [ j o |o ° ° rgZ Jopry uia]
5/H i ! . ° si81ua) aie)
_ PIiYg "0 auen
H e |e ! ° o | o | ° p auabng
1
m 99 alebsjddy-mou),
5/4 ® : ° ) o | o ° ob T1amsai)
H 06 AIoeTd,
punoy-Jea
Jswiwng
spoylapy p3 Je0ie) 1uswdo|ara(] |euosiad $|8487] spesn) ‘ON 3 aWeN
g
1o0y3g

Q

79

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



- ’ o o G6 OPS
3 R dooggg-abpripues
4 * . e —pgopTSTemTE——
gNd L
b/ Y ° o | oo | e fecl AT
H [ N ° ° ToZ Ut Hepy—
P/ * * | e U HIT UoueqaT ]
- * e | o gruoteqaT ]
4 o i e v quode ]
4 * [ ° 61 s1ing Xouy |
IS A SmgQsoeH, ]
d * m el el o] e 007 T BIGSTITEF
H ° m o o @ EE SpaIy uoIIE |
87 Auuaq,
3 * : ° Fo ° 68 100JM0ID o
4 ° w o e __ Ol1 3anqesr) =
L ’ el el 9EL 3bpIy 19RO
d hd i . ° m 2GG uulT |eRua)
> i «l ol o _ ‘foig puz rg HN Aueqiy
: * * | ° rg Hn Aueqiy
/d — o S T ° ° G Aueq|y
puNoyW-188 A NNIT
Aupgisuodse y
A sjeAs ] apein "ON B awey
nnsig
leoyag

80

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



H L4 ° o ° G HN 9peoseny
VET se1g eueng
Y ° ° UoU) 1Y SjyooTy,,
LY ° ° doo Ty Aueyreg;
Y ° ° LT 3IAswnyy
NOTaVIN
H ° ° ¢y HIDMOITM
5/ 4 ° | ° € HN 3[EA
Y ° “ ° € ON Gl SR
1
S : : ° ¢ ON Gl S[ER
H ° 1 ON §IsEA
Y ° e | o 8 oLEIlQ
Y . ° i ° 97, BsSAN
!
" ; . | ueborg |
©
" | ° 6C Xouuy
/4 ° ! ) 19 UeLpy
M HNIHTVW
1
H . ° Z0l ©355auua ]
H i ° GG SWOH 13aMg
S . : o | o E1 aliAepog
PUNO H-IBBA L
Jswiung
spoyiay P3 188i0) wewdo|ere(] |euosiad ‘ON g awey
nusg
looyag

81

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



—p UoDIS

€6 15917 J9AS

FEL SIITNSTI0IS

PESUEIGIIIE10I):2:7 )
‘lopy AsfleA-pIN

I'p¢ WETES

S—iR N

OG-ty

”\ [ Lﬂqccma

CB s I/NIeq

4

9T WenuesyrIoN

o o Y o o I o o Y o o

R E

GT UOTIR[y YIIoN

1§ FMUH IO,

16 Py TR

S T SN W S

[P——

I'¢v1 Tonuop

(013 PUZ T UCSISJa

vl UOSIafIar

82

82

[ AT SIeAToYy

| |wm|@x|x

7 SIERI9L)

[ES VNI S

Ol USa1BI5AT,

R R

09 8bpalip[3

4

recl Homsg

J Sy

_

J SRR U S

v¥ 1 s[epianory

0v§ /I9MOH TeNus);

PUNO¥-18B A
swwng
senBoy

Ajrqisuodsay
|e1d0g

imwdojans (g jeruosiay

S{aAa T} apesty

X %& /s
S

& d
S \\%&

/nl .n”s:v 69\/ m@& /4~r
& & A L
O
L) o
=~ L i

e

"ON 7§ 3wep
nsig
10oyag

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



b/ Y

T9 TUSTI0

L1

8¢ JouAT

B/ Y

jdag skog 69 N

¢ HN wWeysarg

URPYSaIH

5/Y

Ob sel. - -3 pineq ]

5/ H

6€ 1190109

9 ajiiAsuUOg

HVYWONLINW

| 0D MmoJlop

Moydow

Ol UINqPooHy

10 UOTACIS 159/

83

FARILE PR TA

[0 o o o0 I o o0 AN 0 &

(JAPEL LN

7 ATTWIang

b ined 15

v H(1 GOIAEYS

5/ 4

i

FLL vOlAelg

H

|

FZ AN UOTIBAITS

PUnNOY-1BIA
lswiung

iejnBey

spayleyy

p3 s28s2)

Aliqisuodsay
|e130g

"ON | 2Wey
IsIq
jooyag

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



BUON-NVWHIHS
d o (o | o 29 213sjep
H |e o | e | ¢ (G AUDI(ed
Y oo | e Z seleq
/e | @ ) oo e FEL [BAU3Y
N10d |
H]e o | o | ® [Z POURSouY
S/d| @ e o o I SpTouATy
] ] ° IAglo] SISt e (i) Nan—
° ° e SADH TOf SWOH UUT =TT
° ° ® SSNOH TIOIIED g
el ol e® o' o ale] piiyy tne L oIy
_ Vv 'ON T1 Puefiiog
° ° ol ol @ € 'ON [l puepliog
® [} [} ° Z ON Il puejiog
/Y ° o ol o] @ L 'ON L puejliog
MM ° ° I'GL A3|[eA juesealy
S/ o | o £ oS0IEq |
v:.mwrxm.ﬂw; Anpqisuodsay
P32 519827 BpRID 'ON B awieN
nsig
100y3§
S

84

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



/g | & | o e | e (o | o 61 USTSSAE ]
H o o . . e | o |e g ejinewn
H L] . e |o 08 uenyn
H ] ° i ° o (o [0 |a | - 19 pidyuers
d e | . A Z BCH 1011
Y . N m o o e o | oo 91 uoiaIpUag |
Y ® ° e | o e | o F— £ HN 18lemdarg-uoiipy ]
S [] ° ° ° ° foag puz i ¢ 181eMaal,-UoHiN
4 o e o o e |o |eo TE BRI IOy ]
H e [ A : ® ° ° ° . B UOTSTWIIgH
Y ﬁ ® . _ ° o o |e o o !0 |e |0 | USUTY sAog "0) epneuin
W _“ [ERNIETS]
Y q . ! . ® o |eo 6Z EUaNY
u 1 VITIVAN 7 5
3
~ w : % » | L * & ®
5/ Y L L i o ” e | ™ ™ ° s o 6 oowejn
H [ 9 b T ; _w m ° e ° ) £ HN econisaN
d Po - N P L o ¢ (o |o | o 95 BIN-UeY-UeaN
5/ H s . Pl _ o |eo | Te o | e FET ogn
M (o 6 U ~ m ° o o |o e |e ZZ 9|EpIaA0)
H ” _ . . e | e o 'o | e g lanreag
| T T sl_ SOOWVTTIL
M outting Aljigisuodsey
seynBoy SPOY 1B p3 se0ue) {1305 suswdo|anaq euosiay ‘0N § awey
wmsig
jooyag
o

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



T
| S S | —
— I]I«I i — —
b/ d . ] ) 2 la je S w ° Z{y JIWEM
T . VT T 1T e ASI'EA UBA
Y e |9 P s ! ﬁ| . 0v ASTFA UDAL
q - SR (N S m(lnl:lllolh,.: — TP \_! — B D pap—
S . boje b e 1 o 513159
- . L S I . ,
Y ® , i f e 6 a H. [ “ {THIY Sidne _
I I T i e . S =
d . | M 7 » 1 Pl e e - 6¢ TTQ
— g J S — ; . -
. T BiE ST I
T T [ ) — B 00 134+71'
lcw*.. - g
L | ] . |
Y . “ e | ‘ L 1oL e @ CTEAOTEm
w . | S T B g oesor
; _ :
d o 1_ ! ie el ! ® (WALHFRN M |
: F— a
! ﬁ VMOTIV
|
- W 8
g . . | i L e © G uoiun
! o
d o . el o. o '8 13pmod 1o
S . . e | o |0 | @ °* o e _ ° _ ° | apueigey
H Y ' ' @ * ® M [y f Y Y ; ) 11 gm...,..r:_
; _ i I S e S RO S T T SN [ g « B _Yyili_x:.L[.}ll
v | ° ; ) ° ! , e, o o £ U3
.LT R T % — - —_
H . o| o ¢! @, o Gl 3r0)
— 8 I R (Y T N N T - ; ]
p m NOI
punoOy-1BB A
BwWNg
p3 188129 Juswdojaas( |euosied ‘ON g aweN
g
13043§

Q

86

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



L¢ lisso4

<d3T13TIHM

[ COIOTy SO,

b/ Y

£¢ PIEOTT

[01J PUZ T8Y POOMISS, |

38 POOAIBNG

07 SUTe[d UTIoN

£ HN oJogsiiiH

By

L OIOUSITH

B€ 130010y,

114G Uo1sen

S

ON G( 9A0ID) 15310

preN.

ON G[ JA0ID) 15310

87 .

S
4
€ ON G| anoi0) 158104
[4

ON GI JA0ITy 33107

[ ON G aA0ID) 153104

85 MalA UOIBOTUIIE S,

8y Uolianeag

£l squeg

S/d

"dooj @31 '©D uOIBUIySeAY,

:
i

NOLONIHSYM

PUNOYH-iEB A
Jewiuing
1e|nBey

spoylap

p3 38ie)

Anpgisuodsay
|e120Sg

yuawdojarag  -uosiad

SjoAa] apern)

‘ON 3 awey
nsiq
looyag

Q

87

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



i i I ]
! !
TooreT . —
P P
i “ i I
1."Am -
|
| o ° . i o | o . T AN OOTE quwe x|
N N ! !
H ] U _ ° . B e _ grnttiex
a1 i ¢ e ° M e sl e, o ) T EOTwemm ]
i L o
H|oe [e ° M | . o | e el o . 0, 0 r8% uepays ]
. : : — 1 H :
S ] “ e 1 o N o o o' ﬁ SSMOH WeEqaq]
: S/H| e | .’ j ° e ° ° _r ° [6¢ BIogmaTy
. 4 I ; !
. _ _ ! ] ; ; i 3bPOTT AOQUIT Y 1Y
! ! : ! i i » ! xl .
S/ e (e m: e e o | el e o. 0.0 0% MU o
W\m L L L ". m ; u [ ] [ ] m w N_F e .l. e : m UGIAE(
S/ul e [ e 'Y | ' ! . ° _ o e ! TT UoTIEg
! | R
D ® Mo e o el e ECERI 'y ANy
| ; ) . '
I t + , -
u : w [ TIAAVA
T t ", + - SSS S S
I | “ o
S | « —t -
4 | ¢ o + . e | o . e e — | Aeidg
SN Y U SR SRR g4 e— b b o } 4 .
i : | * _ * ol e o G5 113U
PUNOY-IBBA | 1
‘oN % awey
Busig
j0042g

Q

88

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



